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1. PUBLIC REVIEW 

A total of eight public hearings were held to obtain public comments on this plan amendment with one additional 
hearing held during the Gulf Council meeting on Wednesday, November 18, 1992, in Sarasota, Florida. The 
public comment period for this amendment ended on November 9, 1992. 

The public hearings, with the exception of the one conducted during the Council meeting, were held at the 
following dates and places beginning at 7:00 p.m.: 

October 19, 1992 American Legion Hall, 5610 College Road, Key West, Florida 
October 20, 1992 Naples Depot Cultural Center, 1051 5th Avenue South, Naples, Florida 
October 21, 1992 Plantation Inn and Golf Resort, 9301 West Fort Island Trail, Crystal River, Florida 
October 22, 1992Apalachicola Bay Chamber of Commerce, Rainey House, 128 Market Street, Apalachicola, 

Florida 
October 26, 1992 Best Western Beachfront Inn, 5914 Seawall Boulevard, Galveston, Texas 
October 27, 1992 Howard Johnson Lodge, 201 North Canal Boulevard, Thibodaux Louisiana 
October 28, 1992Gulf Coast Research Laboratory, J. L. Scott Marine Education Center and Aquarium 

Auditorium, 115 East Beach Boulevard, Biloxi, Mississippi 
October 29, 1992Baldwin County Electric Membership Corporation, 19600 State Highway 59, Summerdale, 

Alabama 

LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONSUL TED 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council: Standing and Special Reef Fish 
Scientific and Statistical Committee 
Reef Fish Advisory Panel 

Coastal Zone Management Programs: Louisiana 
Mississippi 
Alabama 
Florida 

National Marine Fisheries Service: Southeast Fisheries Center 
Southeast Regional Office 

Alabama Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources: Marine Resources Division 

LIST OF PREPARERS 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
- Wayne Swingle, Biologist 
- Antonio Lamberte, Economist 

2. HISTORY OF MANAGEMENT 
The Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan was implemented in November 1984. The implementing regulation, 
included: (1) prohibitions on the use of fish traps, roller trawls, and powerhead-equipped spear guns within an 
inshore stressed area; (2) a minimum size limit of 13 inches total length for red snapper with the exception that 
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for-hire boats were exempted until 1987 and each angler could keep five undersize fish; and, (3) data reporting 
requirements. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has collected annual commercial landings data since the early 
1950s, recreational harvest data since 1979, and in 1984 initiated a dockside interview program to collect more 
detailed data on commercial harvest. Consequently, just recently has quantitative assessment of the population 
levels of major reef fish species been possible. The first red snapper assessment in 1988 indicated that red 
snapper was significantly overfished and that reductions in fishing mortality rates of as much as 60 to 70 percent 
were necessary to rebuild red snapper to a recommended 20 percent spawning potential ratio (SPA). The 1988 
assessment also identified shrimp trawl bycatch as a significant source of mortality. 

The Council, through Amendment 1 to the Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan, implemented in 1990 a 5 fish 
recreational bag limit and a 11.0 million pound commercial quota for groupers that together were to reduce 
fishing mortality by about 10 percent and begin rebuilding the population. The commercial quota was subdivided 
into a 9.2 million pound shallow-water quota and a 1.8 million pound deep-water quota. The commercial quota 
and recreational bag limit for red snapper was set at 3.1 million pounds and 7 fish, respectively, which 
represented a 20 percent reduction in the average landings for 1985-1987. The amendment also implemented 
a framework procedure to specify total allowable catch (TAC) and allow for annual management changes in the 
reef fish fishery. The amendment defined overfishing as a level of fishing that reduces the spawning potential 
ratio (SPA) below 20 percent. The framework procedure specified Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) and TAC 
must be set to achieve a SPA of 20 percent by the year 2000 for an overfished stock. 

Amendment 2, implemented in 1990, prohibited the harvest of jewfish to provide complete protection for the 
species in federal waters because the population abundance throughout its range is greatly depressed. This 
amendment rule was initially implemented by emergency rule. 

At the direction of the Council, the Reef Fish Scientific Assessment Panel (RFSAP) met in March 1990, and 
reviewed the 1990 NMFS Red Snapper Stock Assessment. The recommendation of the panel (Muller et al, 
1990) at that time was to close the directed fishery because the ABC was being harvested as bycatch of the 
shrimp trawl fishery. No viable alternatives were identified that would achieve the 20 percent SPA goal by the 
year 2000 without closure of the directed fishery and a significant reduction in trawl bycatch (i.e., 75 percent). 
However, no means existed under the provisions of the Shrimp FMP or through available gear technology for 
reducing trawl bycatch. 

NOAA General Counsel subsequently ruled that the shrimp fishery trawl bycatch could be regulated through the 
Reef Fish FMP since red snapper were being impacted. The RFSAP was reconvened in June 1990. They 
developed six management scenarios combining measures for reduced allocations to the directed fishery 
(including zero), shrimp fishery closures and trawl bycatch reductions (GMFMC June 1990). None of these 
alternatives achieved a 20 percent SPA by year 2000. In July 1990, the Council considered these scenarios 
plus 67 others prepared by staff. The Council selected as its preferred option a 1.0 million pound commercial 
quota and recreational bag limit of 2 red snapper, with a shrimp fishery closure from May 1 through July 31 and 
with additional reductions in bycatch beginning in 1993. The Council also instructed staff to begin drafting an 
amendment to the Shrimp FMP that would generically address trawl bycatch reduction of finfish, with emphasis 
on certain species. The draft regulatory amendment (GMFMC August 1990) containing the preferred option was 
presented at 12 public hearings attended by 4,500 persons, primarily shrimp fishermen. 

In September 1990, the Council concluded (based on scientific advice) that red snapper could not be restored in 
less than the biological generation time for the species and directed staff to prepare a plan amendment (3) to 
extend the target date for stock restoration for various alternative dates not to exceed 1.5 times the generation 
time (i.e., to year 2011 ). They also concluded that the proposed shrimp closure (May 1 through July 31) would 
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create serious economic disruption for the shrimp fishery. The Council, therefore, submitted a regulatory 
amendment to establish a red snapper commercial quota at 2.5 million pounds and a recreational bag limit of 6 
fish as TAC for 1991 (GM FMC October 1990). The regulatory amendment also proposed trawl bycatch 
mortality of red snapper be reduced by 50 percent beginning in 1993. On November 1, 1990, the RD notified the 
Council that the regulatory amendment was being held in abeyance, partially because the reauthorization of the 
Magnuson Act prevents the Secretary of Commerce from implementing rules affecting trawl bycatch until 1994. 

In November 1990, the Council reconsidered TAC and respecified it by revised regulatory amendment as a 
commercial quota of 2.0 million pounds and a bag limit of 2 red snapper with proposed reduction in bycatch of 
50 percent to begin in 1994 (GMFMC November 1990). The Council also requested that a new target date of 
the year 2007 be implemented by emergency rule. 

In January 1991, the RD requested the Council reconsider the TAC, address new stock information and adjust 
the recreational/commercial allocation ratio which was not in conformance with Amendment 1. The Council 
deferred the action until March 1991, to allow the public to review the new information. The fishery opened in 
January under the existing rule of Amendment 1 for quota (3.1 million pounds) and bag limit (7 fish). 

The regulatory changes to set and implement the 1991 TAC under the Amendment 1 framework procedure 
were proposed in a March 1991, Regulatory Amendment, implemented in July 1991 (GMFMC March 1991). 
The 1991 Regulatory Amendment set a red snapper TAC of 4.0 million pounds to be allocated with a 
commercial quota of 2.04 million pounds and a 7 fish recreational daily bag limit (1.96 million pounds). It also 
contained a proposal by the Council to effect a 50 percent reduction of red snapper bycatch in 1994 by the 
offshore EEZ shrimp trawler fleet, to occur though the mandatory use of finfish excluder devices on shrimp 
trawls, reductions in fishing effort, area or season closures of the shrimp fishery, or a combination of these 
actions. This combination of measures was projected to achieve a 20 percent SPR by the year 2007. 

Amendment 3, implemented in July 1991, provided additional flexibility in the annual framework procedure by 
allowing the target date for rebuilding an overfished stock to be changed depending on changes in scientific 
advice. The amendment also transferred speckled hind from the shallow-water grouper quota category to the 
deep-water grouper quota category and established a new red snapper target year of 2007 for achieving the 20 
percent spawning potential goal established in Amendment 1. 

In July 1991, the Council submitted a regulatory amendment to increase the 1991 commercial quota for shallow
water grouper by 700,000 pounds that were not taken under the 1990 quota (fishery was closed prematurely 
based on projected landings). This rule was implemented in November 1991 (GMFMC July 1991). In 
September 1991, the Council reviewed the stock assessment for red grouper (Goodyear and Schirripa, 1991), 
the RFSAP report (Muller et al 1991) and proposed by regulatory amendment an increase in the shallow-water 
grouper quota of 1.6 million pounds (GM FMC November 1991 ). This rule was implemented in May 1992. 

In 1992, a relatively strong year class (1989) entered the fishery and resulted in high catches of red snapper and 
harvest of the commercial quota (2.04 million pounds) in just 53 days. To relieve the socioeconomic hardships 
associated with the 1992 derby season (i.e., a ten-month closure), the Council requested an emergency 
reopening of the commercial red snapper fishery under a 1,000-pound trip limit until May 14, 1992, when it would 
reconvene and reconsider the situation. The Southeast Fisheries Science Center estimated that up to 1.39 
million pounds could be caught under the 1,000-pound trip limit without affecting the rebuilding schedule. The 
Secretary of Commerce reopened the fishery from April 3, 1992, to May 14, 1992; this resulted in an additional 
commercial catch of approximately 600,000 pounds of red snapper. 
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Amendment 4, implemented in May 1992, changed the time of year that TAC is specified, included additional 
species in the management units, and established a three-year moratorium on the issuance of additional 
commercial vessel permits. 

In August 1992, the Council received an updated red snapper stock assessment from NMFS (Goodyear 1992). 
At the direction of the Council, the Reef Fish Stock Assessment Panel and the Socioeconomic Panel met in 
August to review the stock assessment and issue recommendations for a 1993 TAC and measures for 
implementation. The Standing and Special Reef Fish Scientific and Statistical Committees and the Reef Fish 
Advisory Panel met in September to review the stock assessment and reports from the two previous panels, and 
the Council reviewed the reports and recommendations of all of the groups at its meeting in September 1992. 
The regulatory amendment submitted to NMFS includes the Council's proposed red snapper TAC of 6.0 million 
pounds for 1993 (GMFMC October 1992). 

The Council also requested NMFS implement by emergency rule trip limits for commercial vessels fishing for red 
snapper to extend the 1993 harvest over a longer period than occurred in 1992. Draft Amendment 6 was 
prepared to extend that rule beyond the termination date of the emergency rule. 

In November 1992, NMFS requested the Council readdress the provisions of its proposed emergency rule by 
submitting an alternative or additional supporting rationale for the original proposal. The Council complied and 
resubmitted the request that red snapper commercial vessel trip limits be implemented by emergency rule. 

3. DESCRIPTION OF FISHERY 

The reef fish fishery is a multi-species fishery in which catches and landings for individual trips consist of several 
to many species. The fishermen principally target groupers and snappers, and occasionally amberjacks. 
Species regulated by the FMP include all groupers (15), all snappers (14), the sea basses (3), amberjacks (2), 
almaco jack, banded rudderfish, white grunt, red porgy, and gray triggerfish (see Amendment 1). A large 
number of species associated with reefs, particularly the tropical species associated with the Florida coral reef 
complexes are not managed and generally not targeted but are taken incidentally by some gear and frequently 
discarded. 

Amendment 1 provides a detailed description of the fishery (through 1987) and of the condition and issues 
related to habitat associated with the fishery. Grouper stocks comprise the largest component of the fishery that 
is currently landed and are principally harvested from the shelf off west Florida. Red grouper is the predominant 
species in this complex accounting for 69 percent (by weight) of Gulf-wide commercial landings and 29 percent 
of recreational landings (GMFMC, 1991). This stock is in excellent condition (Goodyear and Schirripa, 1991). 
The grouper fishery is currently managed with a limit on the annual harvest level (17.5 million pounds) that 
maintains spawning potential ratio (SPA) near 40 percent (levels below 20 percent SPR are considered 
indicative of overfishing) (Muller et al., 1991). Total allowable catch (TAC) has been set at 11.4 million pounds 
annually for the commercial sector and 6.1 million pounds for the recreational sector. Neither sector harvested 
their quota in 1991, nor are projected to in 1992. 

Red snapper makes up another major component of the reef fish fishery. That stock is overfished with an 
estimated SPA on the order of 1 percent (Goodyear 1992). Annual commercial landings from the U.S. shelf 
(principally off Louisiana and Texas) have declined from a level of about 7 million pounds froni 1964 to the mid-
1970s, to a level of 3.2 million pounds for the 1988-1990 period (Figure 1, Table 1 ). Combined annual landings 
for commercial and recreational fishermen declined from about 15 million pounds for the 1979-1983 period to 
about 4. 7 million pounds in 1990. This fishery is subject to a program to restore the stock by year 2007 
(Amendments 1 and 3). However, achieving that goal is conditional on reducing mortality of juvenile red snapper 

4 



from shrimp trawls by about 50 percent (Amendment 3). Currently, TAC is set at 6.0 million pounds for the 
fishery. Limiting harvest to this level will restore the stock by the current target date (2009) if the trawl-induced 
mortality reduction goal is achieved. A major NMFS/industry research program is underway addressing 
reduction of finfish bycatch by trawls (Hoar, et. al, 1992). 

Historically, the reef fish fishery began in 1865 targeting red snapper and developed a national market and 
demand for the species. This national demand resulted in a relatively higher value for red snapper that has 
continued over the years although the value of other reef fish (primarily grouper and other snapper) has 
increased relative to the value of red snapper (Figure 3, Table 3b) 

Figure 1 depicts average red snapper landings and total reef fish landings (including red snapper) at Gulf ports 
for each five-year period from 1960 through 1990. During the early portion of this period, U.S. fishing vessels 
fished in the waters off Mexico and, to a more limited extent, off Central America. Access to the fishing grounds 
of Mexico was terminated in 1981 as a result of creation of Mexico's economic zone which in 1975 was 
extended 200 miles seaward of its shoreline. U.S. vessels were gradually phased out of this fishery by Mexico. 
In 1965, (Figure 1) red snapper caught from foreign waters accounted for about one-half of the landings at U.S. 
Gulf ports. U.S. landings of red snapper declined between 1965 and 1980 in direct relation to this declining 
foreign catch. Total reef fish landings similarly declined from 1965 to 1975, but generally increased after that 
time as vessels targeted other species (primarily grouper). 

The number of vessels in the reef fish fishery declined between 1965 and 1970, but increased significantly 
between 1970 and 1985 (Figures 1 and 2). The loss of the foreign fishing grounds resulted in transfer of all 
vessel effort to U.S. waters of the EEZ and red snapper effort primarily to the Louisiana/Texas shelf. This, 
coupled with the increase in the number of vessels from 1970 through 1985, greatly increased effort in the U.S. 
Gulf EEZ. 

Figure 2 depicts the number of vessels by primary gear type. The number of hand-line (bandit rigs 1, rod and 
reel, etc.) vessels increased from an average of 346 in 1970 to 648 in 1980 and then declined slightly through 
1991 (Table 2). Longline vessels entered the fishery in 1979. The number of longline vessels increased from an 
average of 122 for 1980 to 286 for 1991 and primarily targeted grouper (Figure 2, Tables 2 and 2a). Vessels 
utilizing other primary gear (including fish traps) increased dramatically in average numbers from 43 in 1985 to 
351 in 1991. Total vessels in the reef fish fishery increased from an average of 868 in 1985 to 1,234 in 1991. 
However, values for vessels for 1960-1985 represent vessels counted by port agents whereas values for 1991 in 
Figure 1 and Table 2 (average of 1990-1992) represent vessels (fishing craft greater than 29 feet) holding 
permits to fish commercially for reef fish and likely includes vessels that do not fish for reef fish and many that 
fish occasionally or on a part-time basis. The knowledge that the Council was considering a limited access 
program for the fishery may have resulted in speculative entry with some persons obtaining permits without 
intending to fish. For example, data on vessel permits for 1991 indicated that only 22 percent of the vessels 
fished solely for reef fish. Another 58 percent fished for reef fish and other species. The remaining 20 percent 
did not list the reef fish fishery as one of their four best fisheries (NMFS, 1992). Irrespective of whether the 1991 
average is inflated, Figure 1 shows a significant increase in the number of vessels since 1975 while red snapper 
average landings were declining from 7. 7 million pounds in 1975 to 3.3 million pounds in 1990, and total reef fish 
average landings were increasing only moderately from 18 million pounds in 1975 to 21 million pounds in 1990. 

Figure 4 depicts the average total economic ex-vessel value over the 1960-1990 period for total reef fish 
landings (including red snapper) and Table 3 for red snapper alone. Total average annual ex-vessel value (in 

1
Bandit rigs are short, heavy fishing rods mounted on vessel sides with a large diameter (>12 inches) open reel turned by hand or power; 

because the large diameter and direct drive, retrieval rate of line is relatively fast, i.e., more than 3 feet per turn. 
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dollars of the year of landing) for reef fish (including red snapper) increased from $3.7 million in 1960 to $36.6 
million in 1990, but average real value (adjusted for inflation) increased to only $10.9 million by 1990. 

4. PROBLEMS REQUIRING A PLAN AMENDMENT 

This amendment addressed a socioeconomic problem related to current use of fish traps as harvesting gear in 
the reef fish fishery. The problem (or perceived problem) surfaced during the last year, partially in response to 
actions by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) to prohibit the use of fish traps in the EEZ 
along the Atlantic coast of Florida, including the Florida Keys. The issue also appeared to relate to a conflict 
between user groups, principally the marine life fishermen who harvest live ornamental tropical reef fishes for the 
aquarium trade (approximately 150 fishermen) and trap fishermen. The marine life fishermen were concerned 
over incidental harvest by traps of the ornamental species on which their industry is dependent. 

Opponents of traps include recreational and commercial fishermen, conservationists, and environmentalists. 
Proponents principally consist of the trap fishermen. Opponents have charged that traps are nonselective gear 
that result in ecological damage to the fishery stocks by subjecting immature target species and bycatch species 
to unnecessary mortality due to embolism as traps are retrieved and from ghost fishing from lost traps. They 
indicate the traps frequently cause environmental damage to the habitat, such as being set on coral reef 
complexes. Some fishermen consider traps as unfair competition since the traps fish 24 hours for each day they 
are set, which raises concerns over overfishing of localized areas. Opponents also raise concerns over 
enforceability of limitations on trap numbers and required construction characteristics (e.g., degradable panels, 
etc.) since many fishermen leave their traps constantly deployed at sea. Proponents contend that traps are an 
ecologically safe and effective gear, that they are no more nonselective than hook and line and result in less 
embolism than bandit rigs due to slower retrieval rates. The Council readdressed the regulation of fish traps in 
this amendment after reviewing the issues cited above. 

Alabama has a general permit for construction of artificial reefs in three offshore tracts covering about 820 
square miles of bottom. Individuals are allowed to construct low profile, unmarked reefs after environmental 
inspection of reef material by state personnel. Somewhat in excess of 5,000 reefs have been constructed, 
changing the fish fauna from that associated with sand bottoms to a reef-associated fauna. Red snapper is a 
principal species on the reefs. A problem arose under the 1992 federal emergency rule limiting daily commercial 
trip limits to 1,000 pounds, when vessels using bandit rigs and jigging rigs harvested from these areas because 
of their close proximity to shore. This created concern among persons involved in the construction of the reefs 
that the small individual reefs would be overfished if this occurs again. The Council in this amendment 
considered special management zones for all or a part of these tracts where harvesting gear will be regulated. 

The FMP requires that all reef fish for which there is a minimum size be landed with heads and fins intact to 
facilitate measurement for compliance with size limits. However, this restriction does not apply to fish without a 
size limit, and these fish may be filleted at sea. Once a fish has been filleted, it cannot be identified to species. 
Therefore, the Council proposes to require all fish except oceanic species be landed with heads and fins intact to 
allow enforcement of size limits and prevent overfishing. 

Commercial vessel permits are reissued annually to permittees who can document that more than 50 percent of. 
their earned income was derived from commercial or charter fishing in one of the two previous calendar years. 
In 1992, the entire commercial allocation of red snapper was taken within 53 days. The red snapper commercial 
fishery was reopened on an emergency basis for 42 days under a 1,000-pound trip limit. Because of the short 
duration of fishing and the fact that red snapper are the predominant reef fish in the western Gulf of Mexico, the 
Council had concern that some fishermen historically targeting red snapper may have had no alternative but to 
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seek other employment for most of 1992 and, therefore, would not meet the income criteria for that year. The 
Council readdressed the income requirement for permits in this amendment. 

The red snapper fishery is overfished and is subject to a restoration program under the FMP. The stock 
condition has been slightly improved through restrictions placed on fishing over the past three years. The 1989 
and 1990 year classes of red snapper are much more abundant than those of the previous seven years 
(Goodyear 1992). Because these year classes are so dominant in the population the Council is proposing 
increasing the minimum size limit over a six-year period which will increase the yield per recruit and aid in 
restoration of the stock. 

Mutton snapper aggregate in large schools to spawn. The last remaining major spawning aggregation off South 
Florida occurs on Riley's Hump, a small oceanic plateau southwest of the Dry Tortugas, Florida. The fish are 
especially vulnerable to harvest when they are aggregated for spawning. The Council proposes to prohibit 
fishing on Riley's Hump during the peak spawning months of May and June. 

5. PROPOSED ACTIONS 

Actions proposed in this amendment are: 

a. Restrictions on use of fish traps in the fishery. 
b. Establishment of special management zones where gear that may be used is restricted. 
c. Requiring all fish be landed with heads and fins intact. 
d. Changing the income requirements for holding a vessel permit. 
e. Changing the minimum size limit for red snapper. 
f. Closure of a spawning aggregation site for mutton snapper. 

6. MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES OF THE FMP 

The management objectives of the FMP, as amended, are as follows: 

1.The primary objective and definition of Optimum Yield (OY) for the Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan 
is any harvest level for each species which maintains, or is expected to maintain, over time a survival 
rate of biomass into the stock of spawning age to achieve at least a 20 percent spawning potential 
ratio (SPR) population level, relative to that which would occur with no fishing. 

2.To reduce user conflicts and nearshore fishing mortality. 

3.To respecify the reporting requirements necessary to establish a database for monitoring the reef fish 
fishery and evaluating management actions. 

4.To revise the definitions of the fishery management unit and fishery to reflect the current species 
composition of the reef fish fishery. 

5.To revise the definition of optimum yield to allow specification at the species level. 

6.To encourage research on the effects of artificial reefs. 

7.To maximize net economic benefits from the reef fish fishery. 
8.To conserve reef fish habitats and increase reef fish habitats in appropriate areas and provide protection 

for juveniles while protecting existing and new habitats. 
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Definition of Overfishing 

The following is the definition of overfishing contained in the Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan (FMP). 

1.A reef fish stock or stock complex is overfished when it is below the level of 20 percent SPR. 

2.When a reef fish stock or stock complex is overfished, overfishing is defined as harvesting at a rate that 
is not consistent with a program that has been established to rebuild the stock or stock complex to the 
20 percent SPR level. 

3.When a reef fish stock or stock complex is not overfished, overfishing is defined as a harvesting rate 
that, if continued, would lead to a state of the stock or stock complex that would not at least allow a 
harvest of Optimum Yield on a continuing basis (SPR). 

7. PREFERRED AND ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 

A. FISH TRAP RESTRICTIONS 

a.General Trap Discussion (See Appendix A} 
A recent review of the scientific literature on fish traps in the Western Atlantic area by Kelley (1990) is 

included in Appendix A. 

b. The Gulf of Mexico Trap Fishery 

The use of fish traps in the Gulf of Mexico off Florida has existed since at least the 1950s. Fishermen principally 
targeted black sea bass. Landings peaked at about 300,000 pounds in 1968 when 38 vessels using 800 traps 
were in the fishery (FMP, Table 3). Landings of black sea bass steadily declined reaching 33,000 pounds in 
1976, and about 3,000 pounds in 1987 (Amendment 1 Table 8.19). Part-time fishermen (probably stone crab 
fishermen) began targeting grouper with traps in 1975 with five vessels, landing about 15,000 pounds of grouper. 
Landings of grouper continued to increase reaching 962 thousand pounds in 1985 when total landings of reef 

fish from traps were about 1.1 million pounds (Table 4) and declined somewhat for the 1986-1991 period (Table 
7). 

Table 4 presents the number of vessels and traps and landings from traps of grouper, snapper, and other reef 
fish for the period 1978-1985. Landings of red snapper rarely occurred during this period. The number of 
vessels and traps are based on annual canvass interviews by NMFS port agents. These data show an increase 
in vessels from 32 in 1978, to 60 in 1985, but no comparable increase in traps which were reported to be 1,800 
in 1985, i.e., a slight decrease. 

The Council required a vessel permit for all vessels fishing traps beginning in early 1985. Unfortunately, the 
permit was a perennial one rather than an annual permit. By October 24, 1985, 132 vessel permits and 7,432 
trap tags had been issued (Joann Turner, NMFS, Personal Communication). By June 6, 1989, total vessel 
permits and trap tags issued had increased to 545 and 39,786, respectively (Joann Turner, NMFS, Personal 
Communication). That represented the cumulative numbers issued over the five-year period, including 
replacement tags for those lost. Basically, it made determination of vessels actively fishing impossible. In 1987, 
NMFS polled the 377 permit holders and, of the 254 respondents, determined that 94 were actively fishing with 
89 from Florida. However, there were 135 non-respondents in this survey and no effort was made to statistically 
sample the non-respondents. Some may not have responded since they would be issued logbooks. NMFS 
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followed this mail survey with a canvass of vessels by port agents who identified 45 active vessels in the fishery 
in Florida (Table 5). 

In 1990, the Council required annual vessel permits for all trap fishermen and for all vessels fishing commercially 
for reef fish. During that year, 208 permittees indicated that fish traps were included in the gear utilized by the 
vessel. The application form was revised to require applicants to list gear by their importance to their fishing 
operation. For 1991, 154 permittees listed fish traps as their principal gear and 194 for 1992. (Perry Allen, 
NMFS, Personal Communication). Of these permittees, 109 in 1991, and 166 in 1992, indicated their principal 
fishery was either for stone crab or spiny lobster, or both (Table 6). This suggests that the great majority of trap 
fishermen permitted are also either stone crab or spiny lobster fishermen (i.e., 70 and 86 percent for 1991 and 
1992, respectively) who either fished fish traps during the closed season for crab and lobster or obtained permits 
that would allow them to do so. The spiny lobster level of fishing effort is so high that normally 90 percent of the 
annual landings are taken in the first five months. Similarly, stone crab fishermen usually conclude their effective 
season within four to five months. Both groups of fishermen diversify into other fisheries for the remainder of 
each year. 

Table 7 presents landings data from fish traps for 1986 through 1991. During this period total landings 
increased reaching about 1.5 million pounds by 1991. During 1991, a total of 87 fishermen reported catches by 
fish traps and during 1992, 96 persons reported (through November 19). That number may represent the best 
estimate of fishing vessels in the fishery since permittees are denied renewal of the permit for failure to turn in 
logbooks to NMFS. 

Table 7 lists landings by area of capture (statistical zones) and by species categories. Two recent trends are 
shown by the data, particularly that for 1991. The trap fishery off Florida has progressively extended northward 
with 19 percent of landings recorded from statistical zone 7 (Crystal River-Cedar Key, Florida area) by 1991. 
The other trend is that species other than grouper and snappers have progressively made up a greater 
percentage of the landings (37 percent by 1991 ). Dominant species groups in this other category (listed in order 
by weight) were grunts, porgies, sea bass and triggerfish. Red grouper made up 92 percent of grouper landings 
in 1991. Dominant snappers in 1991 landings were lane, mutton, vermilion, yellowtail and gray. Red snapper 
accounted for about 1 percent of 1991 snapper landings. 

c. Management Options2 

Preferred Option 1: Require that traps be tended at sea by the vessel when fishing and returned to 
shore at the end of each fishing trip. Each trap must be individually buoyed. Possession of 
magnesium pop-up devices is prohibited. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

a.Ecological: This system of fishing was utilized by Collier County, Florida, fishermen from Everglades City and 
Chokoloskee (Taylor and McMichael 1983). Public testimony at hearings indicated that most Gulf trap 
fishermen, except those fishing from Florida Keys ports, tended their traps and returned them to shore 
after each trip. The system alleviates many potential ecological problems associated with trap fishing. 
There are few lost traps to ghost fish, i.e., less than 5 percent annually. The traps are pulled every 
hour or so during daylight and soaked overnight while the crew is sleeping. This· generally should 
have eliminated mortality associated with long confinement periods (i.e., soak periods of 1 to 20 days 
for Monroe County) and should result in greater survival rates for released fish harvested in the traps. 
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In the Monroe County, Florida fishery conducted in the Atlantic, when traps were retrieved, four 
percent of all fish were dead or injured. Fifteen percent of angelfish and butterflyfish were injured. No 
fish were dead on retrieval of traps, and less than 0.1 percent were injured in the Collier County, 
Florida fishery (Taylor and McMichael 1983). A scientist from Mote Marine Laboratory (Roger 
DeBruler, Personal Communication) monitored fish trap catches off Collier and Lee Counties during 
1991. In that 10-day trip 92 traps were continuously deployed and retrieved with soak times ranging 
from 3 to 20 hours. Of the 3,681 finfish caught but not retained for landing (i.e., bycatch and 
undersized target species), 7 were dead, 1,024 were used as bait, and 2,650 were discarded 
overboard, usually after puncturing the air bladder. Of the discards, 97 percent swam down and less 
than 0.1 percent were observed to have been eaten by birds. This contrasts with the 53 percent swim 
down rate for the Monroe County study in Atlantic waters (Taylor and McMichael 1983) and a 78.5 
percent swim down rate for a NMFS study (Harper, et al, In press) that included stations off the 
Atlantic coast from Miami, Florida south and around the Keys to a station west of the Dry Tortugas, 
Florida. 

Butterflyfish and angelfish constituted only 0.6 percent of trap catch in the Mote study off Collier and Lee 
Counties. All were alive when harvested and swam down, except for one fish eaten by birds 
(DeBruler, Personal Communication). 

b.Socioeconomic: This system should alleviate social concerns over the lack of enforceability of current rules 
allowing traps to be continuously deployed at sea, since traps would be returned to shore after each 
trip and could be inspected as to the number being fished and compliance with required construction 
characteristics. During public hearings in areas where fishermen normally tended traps and returned 
them to shore (i.e., Naples through Apalachicola, Florida) the fishermen indicated their traps were 
frequently inspected by enforcement agents. This type of fishing does require all traps to be baited 
and rebaited for every set, so cost for bait would be higher for some fishermen (principally those 
fishing from Florida Keys ports). The requirement that each trap be individually buoyed will affect 
principally those fishermen fishing from the Florida Keys. These fishermen currently fish their traps in 
"trawls" (strings of 8 to 10 traps with lines between them) with buoys attached at each end of the 
"trawl." They estimate the line required to buoy a trap in 120 feet of water around Dry Tortugas, 
Florida to be 840 feet (scope of 7 to 1). For 100 traps 84,000 feet of line would be required. Seven 
fishermen operating out of Key West, Florida are estimated to be affected (Bill Moore, Reef Fish AP, 
Personal Communication) 

Preferred Option 2: Place a three-year moratorium on vessels that can fish traps by establishing a 
fish trap endorsement to the vessel permit and limiting such endorsement to permittees who 
turned in logbooks indicating landings from fish traps in 1991 and/or 1992 through November 
19, 1992. The permits with endorsements would be nontransferable for the duration of the 
moratorium. 

Discussion: 

In 1990, it became a requirement of the FMP that permittees issued logbooks for reporting fishery 
statistics for each trip must submit logbook reports during each year or their permit would not be 
reissued in the following year. The moratorium would limit the fish trap endorsements to the vessel 
permit to those reporting landings from traps in 1991 (87) and 1992 through November 19, 1992 (96) 
as reported on fishing vessel logbooks received by SEFC on or before November 19, 1992. The total 
number of endorsements will likely be slightly in excess of 100 (i.e., some may have fished traps in 
1991 and not 1992 or vice versa). The cut off date of November 19, 1992, was selected to prevent a 
proliferation of persons seeking eligibility by fishing traps after that date when the Council announced 
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the moratorium (before an audience of about 100 persons, most of whom were associated with the 
trap fishery). The FMP rules require logbook forms to be submitted to NMFS within seven days 
following a trip. 

The trap vessel moratorium would apply for three years after implementation of the rule unless the 
time period is modified by subsequent amendment. The fish trap endorsements would be issued for 
the permitted vessel for which the logbook records indicated landings from traps during either of the 
two years and not to an operator. The fish trap endorsement to vessel permits would be 
nontransferable to other persons, during the three-year moratorium; however, the owner of the 
permitted vessel may replace the vessel. These provisions may also be modified by subsequent 
amendment addressing limited access. 

Impacts: 

a.Ecological: The moratorium would limit the fishery to current participants, until the Council has better 
information on the ecological impacts of the trap fishery in the Gulf of Mexico. The Council has 
requested NMFS place a high priority on collecting observer data and conducting research on the 
Gulf fishery. There is little information available on the Gulf fishery, except for studies in the area 
of the Dry Tortugas, which is more ecologically similar to the Atlantic (i.e., subject to Gulf Stream 
currents and near coral complexes, etc). The one observer data set available to the Council for 
the Gulf (Roger Debruler, Mote Marine Laboratory, Personal Communication) suggested the 
ecological impacts on the resources were different from the Florida Keys area, where most 
research has been conducted. 

As indicated in Section 7.A.b. which discusses the Gulf fish trap fishery, the number of participants, 
gear deployed, and landings have increased over time. Comparison of these data for 1991 to that 
in the FMP EIS (prepared in 1981) shows the following trends, the number of vessels has 
increased from 51 to 87, the number of traps from 2,488 to about 8,700, landings from traps has 
increased from 2 percent of total reef fish landings to 6.8 percent. Other trends cited in that 
section indicate the fishery has expanded northward off the Florida west coast and that species 
other than grouper and snapper make up a much larger portion of the landings (with dominant 
species being grunts, porgies, sea bass and triggerfish). Therefore, the Council felt it advisable to 
cap the fishery while additional information is gathered and evaluated. The Council, through 

Amendment 4, stated its intent to consider limited access for the reef fish fishery, and this action is 
consistent with that stated intent. The Council has been exploring with the industry, over the last 
year, the feasibility and provisions a limited access system for the red snapper component of the 
fishery. 

From the information on the Gulf fishery available, the Council concluded that trap fishing was 
having little impact on the physical environment or on the resource. Continuation of the same level 
of participation would not adversely impact the environment. Deployment of fish traps (about 
9,600 in 1992) on the bottoms as compared to spiny lobster traps (about 900,000) and stone crab 
traps (about 500,000) which are weighted with concrete was concluded to have a minimal impact 
on the bottom. The same is true in comparison to shrimp trawls used on the bottoms in the same 
general areas of the trap fishery. Similarly mortality of undersized target and bycatch species 
taken in traps is minimal in comparison to mortality associated with otter trawls and likely in 
comparison to other gear used in the reef fish fishery (both in terms of lower gear mortality rates 
and less gear deployed). 
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b.Socioeconomic: The Council rejected the tentative preferred option of the draft amendment to prohibit fish 
traps (see discussion under that rejected option). Instead the Council modified the current rules, 
including the proposed measure of this preferred option. This option, by including the current 
participants, is anticipated to have a minimal social and economic impacts on the fishermen. 
Persons who did not participate in the fishery during the last two years or who did not comply with 
the reporting requirements would be excluded from the fishery for the three-year period. Some 
trap fishermen residing in and prohibited from fishing the SAFMC area who had anticipated fishing 
the Gulf may fall into this category. 

Rejected Option 1: Status Quo - Retain current trap rules. 

The current rules are as follows: 

0 A vessel permit is required and applicant must demonstrate that more than 50 percent of earned 
income is from commercial or charter fishing; 

0 A moratorium on issuance of additional permits in the reef fish fishery exists until May 8, 1995; 

0 Traps cannot be fished in the stressed area (Figure 5); 

o Permittee is limited to 100 traps per vessel; 

o Traps fished inshore of the 50-fathom contour may not exceed 33 cubic feet in volume; 

o 144 square inch opening with a cover hinged or fastened with degradable fasteners (3/16 inch jute 
string or magnesium) must be on a side opposite each funnel; 

o Two sides must have at least two 2 x 2 inch escape windows; 

o Minimum mesh sizes are 1 x 2 inch or 1.5 x 1.5 inch or 1.5 inch hexagonal mesh; 

o Each trap must be buoyed or a series of traps fished in a "trawl" must be buoyed at each end; buoys 
may be used with "pop-up" magnesium releases; 

o Traps must be pulled or tended only during daylight. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council rejected retaining just the status quo, and through this amendment, proposes to modify the current 
rules (status quo) through preferred options (1) and (2) above. These options propose that traps are to be 
tended at sea, individually buoyed and returned to shore after each trip. A moratorium is also proposed to 
limit trapping to current participants while the Council considers limited access for the fishery and while 
additional information is gathered on the fishery in the Gulf. 

a.Ecological: The Council established the stressed area to prohibit fish traps and other efficient gear from 
competing with fishermen in the nearshore waters, which it felt was stressed (subject to growth 
overfishing) due to a high recreational fishing effort. It addresses FMP management objective (2) to 
reduce conflicts and nearshore fishing mortality. The stressed area boundary was set further offshore 
near areas of high human population density (e.g., off Ft. Myers to the Tarpon Springs, Florida, area). 
The stressed area and trap rules of this option were selected in the original FMP and Amendment 1 
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over alternative options to ban the use of traps. The stressed area was set well beyond Florida 
jurisdiction (nine nautical miles) to facilitate state enforcement of the prohibition on traps. The closest 
distance to the outer stressed area boundary from the following Florida fishing ports is as follows: Key 
West (28 nautical miles), Marathon (63 nautical miles), Everglades City (50 nautical miles), Madeira 
Beach (49 nautical miles), and Crystal River {60 nautical miles). The effectiveness of the stressed 
area rule and other rules of the FMP related to traps was largely contingent on compliance by the 
fishermen, since enforcement must be carried out at sea. This is because some fishermen deployed 
their traps constantly at sea and likely used pop-up buoys. Fishermen from the Everglades City area 
in Collier County carried their traps to sea, attended them, and returned the traps to shore on each trip 
(Taylor and McMichael, 1983). The preferred options would require this for the entire fishery. 

The escape window size under current rules retains fish 7 to 8 inches in length or larger, depending on 
shape. The scientific literature on ingress and egress in Appendix A indicated that some species 
swim in and out of the funnels, it also indicated some do not. Harper and McClellan {1983) noted that 
the larger predators, including grouper, generally did not leave via the funnel. When traps are hauled 
off the bottom most fish become disoriented and do not exit and are hauled to the surface. Fish with 
deep profiles, such an angelfish, tilefish, spadefish, and butterflyfish were particularly retained by the 
traps {Taylor and Michael 1983). 

b. Socioeconomic: No new impact would affect fish trap fishermen by retaining the status quo alternative. 

Rejected Option 2: Require larger mesh in traps utilizing one or more of the following: 

a.Require two sides of trap to be of 2 x 4 inch mesh, 

b.Require entire trap to be of 2 x 4 inch mesh, 

c.Require bottom to be of 2 x 4 inch or larger mesh, 

d.Require four or more vertical escape windows to be either 2 x 5 inches or 1-1/2 x 5 inches, 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council rejected options to alter the mesh sizes primarily because the larger 2 x 4 inch mesh would have 
allowed escapement of legal size(~ 8 inches TL) vermilion and lane snappers which have become more 
important components of Gulf landings from traps. The mesh sizes under suboption {d) would have 
allowed legal size grouper to escape. 

a. Ecological: The Council previously considered suboptions (a), (b), and (c) in Amendment 1. Suboption (d) 
was suggested by trap fishermen giving testimony at the July 1992 meeting as a method of allowing 
angelfish and other fish with deep body profiles to escape while the traps were actively fishing. 
Bohnsack, et al. (1989) noted that present specified minimum mesh sizes (1 x 2 and 1.5 x 1.5 inches) 
appear to do little to reduce bycatch (i.e., status quo option). The current escape windows (2 x 2 
inches) under status quo allow the escapement of fish with fork length of 7 to 8 inches for body 
shapes similar to grunts and snapper (Harper and McClellan, 1983). Fish of similar sizes with deep 
profiles, such as angelfish, tilefishes, etc., are retained. Taylor and McMichael (1983) indicated that 
over 15 percent of angelfishes and butterflyfishes were injured in trap catches examined. However, 
available information indicates these species, important to marine life fishermen, are not a major 
component of Gulf trap catches. 
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A 2 x 4 inch mesh would select for gray snapper and white grunt larger than 15, and 12 inches fork 
length respectively, and red grouper greater than 14 inches total length (Sutherland et al., 1987). This 
would allow escapement of gray snapper larger than the minimum size (12 inches TL). The use of 
larger mesh sizes for escapement appears more important when traps are allowed to be deployed for 
many days by providing for egress of confined fish. Requiring traps be tended and returned to shore 
eliminates periods of long deployment and reduces the potential for lost traps. 

b. Socioeconomic: Fishermen in previous testimony to the Council have maintained that the smaller 
mesh sizes yield greater catches due to the shading effect of smaller mesh. Bohnsack et al (1989) 
examined catch and value by size of mesh and found the 2 x 4 inch mesh was equally productive to .5 
x .5 inches and 1 x 2 inch meshes; only the 1.5 inch square and hexagonal meshes produced a more 
valuable catch. The hexagonal mesh produced about $5.50 per haul, whereas 2 x 4 inch mesh 
produced $4.75 per haul; no statistical analyses were provided to determine if these differences are 
statistically supported. However, the study examining economic value of catches by mesh size 
(Bohnsack, et al 1989) was conducted off southeast Florida and species taken in 2 x 4 inch mesh 
traps (27 samples) was almost entirely different from those taken in the Gulf fishery off Collier and Lee 
Counties, Florida (DeBruler, Mote Marine Laboratory, Personal Communication). Species 
composition (by weight) taken by Bohnsack, et al (1989) were mutton and cubera snapper, 31 
percent; orange filefish, 29 percent; blue angelfish, 12 percent; gray angelfish, 6 percent; French and 
queen angelfish, 3 percent; hogfish, 6 percent; yellow jack, 2 percent, grunts (margate and sailors 
choice), 2 percent; with littlehead porgy, scorpionfish, parrotfish and stingray making up the remainder. 
Target species in the Gulf catches by weight (DeBruler, Mote Marine Laboratory, Personal 
Communication) were red grouper, 78 percent; lane snapper, 14 percent; jolthead porgy and pinfish, 4 
per:.eent; vermilion snapper, 2 percent; with gag, gray snapper and triggerfish making up the 
remainder. Gulf bycatch species differed also with only orange filefish (19 specimens) and French 
anglefish (14 specimens) being common to both studies. 

Costs to the fishermen for the suboptions vary significantly: suboption (b) would essentially have a 
cost similar to banning fish traps, i.e., almost all traps would have to be replaced; suboption (a) would 
allow existing traps to be modified by replacing mesh on two of the six sides; and suboption (c) on only 
one size. The larger escape windows of suboption (d) could be made simply by cutting out some 
meshes. 

Rejected Option 3: Move the stressed area boundary further offshore to coincide with the boundary of 
the prohibited area for long lines and buoy gear: 

a. off Florida 
b. for entire Gulf 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council rejected this option because it would increase the operating cost for fishermen (longer 
distance to travel), slightly increase vessel safety hazard (because of the longer distance) and because the 
prohibition on trapping in the stressed area was deemed an adequate areal control on trapping (see 
stressed area discussion under status quo option). 

a. Ecological: This option would have moved the use of fish traps, roller trawls, and power heads offshore to 
the same waters that reef fish longlines and buoy gear are allowed. The prohibited area for longlines 
is the 20-fathom contour off Florida to Cape San Blas (point 13 on Figure 6) and the 50-fathom 
contour from there to the Mexican border. In Southwest Florida and the Florida Big Bend area it 
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would have moved fish trapping much further offshore. However, the option would increase embolism 
mortality of fish and would result in greater loss of fish unless most of the catch is legal size, target 
species. Data from Goodyear and Schirripa (1991) suggest most grouper would be of legal size. If 
suboption (b) were selected, it would move this gear beyond 50 fathoms in the Central and Western 
Gulf, reducing significantly the likelihood of taking red snapper which are seriously overfished. 

b. Socioeconomic: This option would have increased the operation cost for vessels continuing to fish 
because of the greater distances in some areas of the Gulf. For example, minimum distance to the 
longline/buoy prohibited area boundary for some Florida ports are as follows: Key West (61 nautical 
miles), Marathon (99 nautical miles), Everglades City (50 nautical miles), and Crystal River (87 
nautical miles). In the western Gulf, boundaries for fish traps would change from the 10-fathom 
contour off Louisiana and the 30-fathom contour off Texas to the 50-fathom contour. However, there 
are very few fish trap permit holders in these states. The greater distance offshore would, to some 
extent, increase the hazard related to vessel safety. 

By moving the stressed area boundary to coincide with that for longlines and buoy gear, enforcement 
cost would have been potentially reduced since aerial and vessel surveillance would be necessary 
only for one prohibited area rather than two. 

Rejected Option 4: Limit the number of vessels that can fish traps by: 

a. Establishing a moratorium on permits authorizing fishing with traps to 1992 permit holders 
with that designation as their principal gear or; 

b. Establishing a limited entry ITQ system for trap fishermen. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council rejected these options and selected instead a moratorium with eligibility based on permittees 
reporting fish trap landings by logbook [see Preferred Option (2)]. 

a.Ecological: Suboption (a) recognizes under the FMP that there is a three-year moratorium on 
issuance of any more commercial vessel permits. It would limit the use of traps to those persons who, 
in 1992, checked the application blank to indicate that they would use traps as their principal gear. In 
1992, 166 persons indicated their vessel would use traps, usually along with other gear, however, only 
96 of them reported landing from traps. In 1991, 109 persons indicated their vessel would use fish 
traps, however, only 87 of them reported landings from traps in the logbooks. The option would have 
capped the number of trap fishermen, limiting participation to those who indicated they would use 
traps. 

Suboption (b) would establish a limited access system using individual transferable quotas for trap fishermen 
selected. Landing levels from 1991 and/or 1992 logbooks could be used to subdivide total fish trap 
landings for those years between eligible participants, and possibly further subdivided by species 
groups (i.e., groupers, snappers, etc.). However, since the Council will consider a limited access 
system for the fishery during the current three-year moratorium on vessel permits, it was deemed to 
be more advisable to consider such limited access for traps at that time. 

b. Socioeconomic: Either of the suboptions would allow persons with an economic dependency on traps 
to continue fishing. This would essentially eliminate the economic losses that would have occurred 
from the option of banning traps. 
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Rejected Option 5: Limit the number of traps per vessel to: 

a. 50 
b. Number of trap tags requested in 1992 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council rejected these options and concluded that the current rule (status quo) allowing use of 100 traps 
per vessel was necessary for fishermen to maintain an economically viable operation. 

a. Ecological: A reduction in traps would have reduced mortality of bycatch an sublegal size target 
species. However the Council concluded that in the Gulf Fishery for vessel tending traps such mortality 
was not excessive [see discussion of ecological impacts under Preferred Option (1)]. 

b. Socioeconomic: Suboption (a) may adversely impact fishermen utilizing and dependent on more than 
50 traps. Suboption (b) is essentially the same as status quo. 

Rejected Option 6: Prohibit the use of fish traps in the EEZ of the Gulf of Mexico. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council identified this option as its tentative preferred option in the draft amendment. The draft 
amendment cited as a basis supporting that position both scientific and anecdotal information, that in 
subsequent consideration was judged to apply to traps fished in close proximity to the coral reef 
complexes and for traps constantly deployed at sea. The Council has proposed, through this 
amendment, that traps not be constantly deployed but that they be attended and returned to shore after 
each trip. Limited scientific information (DeBruler, Mote Marine Laboratory, Personal Communication) 
and testimony presented at public hearings indicated the Gulf fishery is quite different in terms of 
bottom habitat affected, bycatch and target species taken, survival of released fish, and method of 
fishing (i.e., most fishermen already returned traps to shore after each trip). Based on these 
differences the Council rejected this proposed option. 

a. Ecological: This option would have eliminated all ecological impacts associated with the use of 
traps. However, the Council has concluded that these impacts from the current fishery are minimal 
(see discussion of impacts under other preferred and rejected options). The Council also 
proposes through this amendment to prevent expansion of the fishery until the ecological 
characteristics are better documented. 

b. Socioeconomic: From solely a social standpoint, many organizations and much of public 
sentiment support banning fish traps. Marine life fishermen, who collect aquarium specimens, 
have expressed concerns that the trap harvest and discard of bycatch species impact the 
abundance of stocks they collect. There is also a social perception that traps left continually 
deployed at sea are illegally fished. However, NMFS recorded only 40 fish trap violations during 
1988-1991, and the Florida Marine Patrol recorded only 13 fish trap violations out of 28,632 marine 
associated violations during 1986-1990. 

Among public allegations were c_harges that more traps are being fished per vessel than allowed 
(100), that required construction characteristics are modified at sea, that degradable hinges or 
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fasteners are not used, that traps are being fished illegally in the stressed area or in Florida waters, 
etc. Enforceability of these areas of public concern are enhanced by Preferred Option (1). 

Banning fish traps would have resulted in an annual loss of revenue to trap fishermen of about 1 .5 
million pounds of landings (1991) valued at about $1.70 per pound {Table 3b), or about $2.5 
million. The actual loss of revenue would have been less than this amount would have since the 
fishermen would likely switch to other gear such as bandit rigs. Banning traps would have resulted 
in the loss of the value of the traps, the use of which is prohibited in Florida waters and the South 
Atlantic EEZ. The value of a new trap is approximately $85.00 and the depreciated average value 
$48.50 (SAFMC Snapper/Grouper Amendment 4 RIR). The actual number of traps used in the 
Gulf is unknown. If the 96 fishermen reporting landings in 1992 each had the maximum number of 
traps, there would be 9,600. If there was one trap for each trap tag issued in 1992, there would be 
12,064. It is likely that both of these values exceed the actual number of traps. Assuming that 
9,600 represents the actual number of traps, the industry loss at the average depreciated value 
would be $465,600. 

B. SPECIAL MANAGEMENT ZONES 

Special management zones (SMZ) are established where certain gear is prohibited or certain rules 
apply. Examples are the Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) under the Coral FMP where the 
use of all gear interfacing with the bottom is prohibited (e.g. trawls, traps, etc.) or spawning aggregation 
sites where all fishing may be seasonally prohibited. This amendment addresses two actions for 
management zones, one off Alabama, and a general framework procedure for establishing such zones 
in the future by regulatory amendment. 

1. Alabama Special Management Zones 

The Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (ADCNR) has a general Corps 
of Engineers permit for three EEZ offshore tracts located generally south and east of the mouth of 
Mobile Bay (Figures 7 and 8). Under the terms of the permit, individuals may construct low profile, 
unmarked reefs at any point within the tracts. Inspection of reef material by state personnel for 
environmental sanitation (no oil, etc.) is required. After placing the reef, the individual is the only 
person with the LORAN coordinates for the reef. The person must sign a release recognizing that 
any other person may fish the reef after it is established, should they locate it. Recreational 
fishermen, charterboat fishermen and some local commercial fishermen have established a total 
of more than 5,000 individual reefs in the tracts. The charterboat industry has created a large 
portion of the reefs. The tracts also include reefs established by the state consisting of liberty 
ships, barges, vessels, bridge rubble, and a toppled oil platform. The three tracts cover 
approximately 820 square miles. Tract A (100 square miles) ranges in depth from 12 to 16 
fathoms and contains rubble from the Dauphin Island bridge (3 miles long) removed after 
hurricane Frederick. Tract B {360 square miles) ranges in depth from 14 to 32 fathoms and 
contains five liberty ships. Tract C (360 square miles) ranges in depth from 20 to 400 fathoms and 
contains a sunken oil platform in the deeper depths. 

Charterboat fishermen residing in Baldwin County, Alabama, began construction of artificial reefs 
in federal waters off that county shortly after World War II, after noticing the effectiveness of 
coastal shipping sunk by German submarines in attracting reef fish. Many fishermen had scores 
of unmarked reefs offshore that they fished periodically to satisfy customers when pelagic species 
were unavailable. At their request the state of Alabama placed 250 automobile bodies offshore in 
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1953 and added 1,500 bodies in 1957 (Swingle, 1974). Both individual fishermen and the state 
through its artificial reef program continued to place environmentally safe material offshore under 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) permits. Material used to construct these reefs typically 
consists of automobile bodies, washing machines, dryers, etc. The life span of this type of material 
is usually 4 to 7 years. Therefore, new material must be added periodically. The general COE 
permits for the tracts were obtained from 1986 through 1989 (Figure 8). Obtaining the general 
permits greatly increased reef construction by fishermen, under supervision by the state. 

Preferred Option: Require that persons fishing all three tracts (A, B, and C) for reef fish be limited to 
gear with no more than 3 hooks. 

Discussion: The intent of the Council was that persons fishing the area recreationally or commercially for 
reef fish, which has historically been with hook and line (i.e. rod and reel, and more recently, bandit 
rigs), be limited to three terminal hooks on the line. Spear fishing would continue to be allowed 
(equivalent to one hook). Longlines used for targeting reef fish are prohibited from fishing inshore of 50 
fathoms under the FMP. This rule currently prohibits the use of such longlines on the reef tracts except 
for the extreme offshore portion of tract C (see Figures 6 and 7 and Table 10, for coordinates). The 
use of longlines to target reef fish has not been known to occur in that area (Minton, ADCNR, Personal 
Communication). The intent of the Council was that reef fish longlines not be used in the SMZ reef 
tracts. To accomplish this, point 16 of the reef fish longline restricted area (Table 10) will be moved 
from 29° 29.0. north and 87° 27.5. west to the outer limit of tract Cat 29° 15.75. north and 87° 32.0. 
west (i.e., 13 nautical miles further offshore) and return to a new point (16a) at 29° 25.0. north and 87° 
44.0. west (Figure 15). 

Under the rules of the FMP, longlines used to target other species (e.g., pelagic longlines used for tuna 
fishing) may be fished inshore of the boundary of the reef fish longline restricted area, but fishermen 
utilizing such gear in the area are limited to possession of the bag limits for reef fish, which cannot be 
sold. This rule would continue to apply to the waters of the reef fish longline restricted area, including 
the SMZ reef tracts. 

Under FMP rules entangling nets and trawls are prohibited for use in a directed fishery for reef fish. 
Persons on vessels with this gear on board are limited to the possession of bag limits for reef fish, 
which cannot be sold. This rule would continue to apply to EEZ, including the SMZ reef tracts. 
However, it is highly unlikely that shrimp trawls would be utilized in these areas, since it was always a 
relatively nonproductive shrimping area and if used trawls would likely become entangled with reef 
material. Entangling nets are used along the beaches well inshore of the reefs. 

Impacts: 

a. Ecological: During 1992, when the Secretary of Commerce at the Council's request established by 
emergency rule a commercial 1,000-pound trip limit per vessel for red snapper, numerous vessels 
with bandit rigs and some with jigging rigs harvested red snapper from these reef tracts, (Minton, 
ADCNR, Personal Communication). Presumably, these vessels targeted the tracts because of 
their nearness to shore which allowed them to make more frequent trips during the short period the 
trip limit was in place. Each small reef supports only a limited snapper population which can be 
easily fished out. Persons constructing the reefs usually carefully regulate their harvest, fishing 
each reef at infrequent intervals to conserve the population and to allow fish to grow to larger sizes. 
The reefs cannot support a major commercial effort, such as occurred in 1992, but do support 
small localized commercial efforts by local fishermen who constructed some of the reefs. The 
Council is proposing vessel trip limits for 1993 as a method of extending the harvest period under 
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the 1993 commercial quota for red snapper so that prices paid to fishermen remain higher. The 
state of Alabama, as the permit holder for the reef tracts requested the rule limiting gear for one or 
all of the tracts to prevent pulse overfishing under trip limits, and as being consistent with their 
artificial reef program. The conservative harvest of these red snapper populations is consistent 
with the Council's program for rebuilding the stock of red snapper. 

The offshore area in which the Alabama reef tracts have been established contains no known coral 
reefs. The southern portion of reef tract B contains a small outcropping with a relief of 5 to 1 O 
meters. Associated with this are about 50 areas of outcropping with relief less than 5 meters, 
some of which are less than 10 feet in length (Laswell et al, 1990) This is what is known locally as 
the "Trysler Grounds" (Tatum, ADCNR, Personal Communication). The remainder of the bottom 
is homogenous, featureless, sandy bottom. With the exception of the small rocky reefs 
constituting the Trysler Grounds there were no natural reefs off Alabama. The artificial reef 
program carried out over the past 40 years which accelerated with the creation of the general 
permits has greatly increased the availability of reef fish off Alabama. The large number of 
individual reefs created in the tracts has converted the fish fauna of the area from predominantly 
species associated with sand bottoms to those associated with reefs, including particularly red 
snapper. Because of the large number of individual active reefs (5,000 to 7,000, i.e., exact number 
"active" unknown because of short life span of 4 to 7 years for reefs) a large, localized population 
of red snapper has been established in the area that yields much higher charter vessel CPUE than 
other Gulf areas (NMFS, Channel 68). 

The issue of whether construction of artificial reefs contribute to increased production of reef fish or 
simply congregate them has long existed. If the latter case is true, then such reefs would 
potentially have a detrimental impact on restoration of an overfished stock by making fish more 
available for harvest and any benefits gained toward restoration would be dependent on controlling 
fishing effort on the reefs. 

For both natural and artificial reefs a large portion of the fish biomass is dependent on food by 
foraging in areas surrounding the reef. Night and day-time observations of a tropical coral reef in 
the Virgin Islands by glass-bottomed barge indicated that most of the population moved off the reef 
at night to feed (W. Swingle, Personal Communication). The herbivores and omnivores moved off 
to surrounding seagrass flats to feed, followed by many piscivorous species who stationed 
themselves behind low relief objects near the grass flats. Fish remaining on the reef were primarily 
those feeding on coral or associated symbiotic algae and some predators such as moray eels. 
During daylight almost all of the fish returned to the reef. 

Since adult reef fish tend to congregate around reefs or other objects with relief above the bottom, 
the absence of such habitat can limit the abundance of many species despite the fact they forage 
off the reef. Possibly this occurs because the range they forage over is limited by necessity to 
return to the reef each day. Placing artificial reefs in areas where there is little or no bottom relief 
appears to create a foraging range previously not utilized by the reef fish. This likely results in a 
change of the species diversity of such an area to be predominantly reef-associated species. This 
probably results in part of the forage fish originally inhabiting the area being converted into reef fish 
biomass, where previously that did not occur, thus increasing production. This certainly appears to 
be the case for the Alabama reef tracts (Figure 10). Figure 10 depicts benthic surveys conducted 
under contract to Minerals Management Service for red snapper and indicates annual abundance 
levels in the north-eastern Gulf to be several hundred times higher for the area of the Alabama 
artificial reef tracts than for other areas. 

19 



b. Socioeconomic: The Council selected a preferred option applying the gear restriction to all of the 
tracts. Recognizing that it will be beneficial in restoring the stocks to limit effort on the reef, the 
Council is proposing that no more than 3 hooks be utilized. Goodyear (1992) pointed out that under 
a reduced stock level handline type gear (rods and reels and bandit rigs) can catch a large portion 
of the smaller local stocks, even to the last remaining fish and, therefore, catch per unit effort is not 
usually a good indicator of stock size. He pointed out that the number caught is related, in part, to 
how rapidly this gear can be deployed and retrieved. The number of hooks used in each 
deployment also affects the number caught. 

Historically, the only natural reefs in the nearshore waters off Alabama (Trysler Grounds) were 
commercially fished primarily by charter vessels during their off season (fall/winter months). The 
commercial reef fish vessels based in the area (i.e., Pensacola, Florida, Alabama, and Mississippi) 
during the 1970's and 1980's were principally distant water operations fishing off the 
Texas/Louisiana shelf, Mexico (until 1981) and occasionally central America (Reef Fish FMP). 
Those operating from Alabama rarely fished the Trysler Grounds (Tatum, ADCNR, Personal 
Communication). However, vessels occasionally fished further offshore of northwest Florida and 
east Alabama in statistical zone 10 (Figure 9) with annual catches of red snapper from the zone 
during the 1980's and 1990's ranging between about 400 to 100 thousand pounds (Goodyear, 
1992 - Tables 18, 19, and 20). 

Historically, the artificial reefs were placed off Alabama primarily by the charter vessels and 
through charter associations. Automobile bodies placed offshore in the 1950's (which have long 
since deteriorated) by the state of Alabama was at the request of the charter association. They 
also initiated the Congressional action that resulted in Liberty ships being available to Gulf states 
for reefs. Under the general Corps of Engineers permits for the Alabama reef tracts most of the 
reefs were constructed by the charterboat industry, followed by recreational fishermen. 
Comparison of the 1992 reef fish commercial vessel permits (201) for vessels based in the area 
(Pensacola, Florida, through Biloxi, Mississippi) with the artificial reef file maintained by the state of 
Alabama under the general permits for reef construction, indicated only eleven commercial permit 
holders (all from Alabama) had placed reefs in the tracts (Tatum, ADCNR, Personal 
Communication). Ten of these were charter vessel operators who held commercial permits. 
Some additional reefs may have been constructed by commercial vessel operators prior to the 
general permits (before 1986) or under individual permit from the Corps of Engineers. Most of the 
effort and expense related to creating reefs, and replacing them as they deteriorate, has been by 
charter and recreational fishermen. A contractor from Orange Beach, Alabama indicated he had 
placed about 7,000 automobile bodies offshore since 1986 usually for a fee of $180 per 
automobile (David Walters, Personal Communication). About 60 to 70 percent were transported 
each year for charter vessel customers and 30 to 40 percent for recreational customers. Most of 
the cars were placed in tract C. Total cost over the period was in excess of $1 million. 

Interviews with charter vessel operators in the Orange Beach, Alabama area indicated during the 
period the commercial red snapper fishery was open during 1992 (the first 53 days and from April 
3 to May 14 under the 1,000 pound trip limit) that fishing activity in the reef tracts was about 60 
percent private, 30 percent charter, and 10 percent commercial, including out of state boats 
(Tatum, ADCNR, Personal Communication). Some of the Alabama charter vessels fished 
commercially. During 1992 Alabama commercial landings of red snapper was 62,000 pounds and 
total catch reported from statistical zone 10 (all offshore waters between 87 degrees and 88 
degrees west - Figure 9) was 130,000 pounds (Goodyear, 1992 - Tables 17 and 18). 
Most commercial vessels in the Gulf utilize bandit rigs which are more efficient (i.e., faster retrieval 
rate and usually many more hooks). The preferred option would continue to allow bandit rigs to be 
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fished in the reef tracts but with only three hooks. The intent is to continue to allow both 
commercial and recreational fishing on the tracts, but to regulate gear consistent with the 
availability of fish. The Council recognized that most bandit rigs cannot be easily disconnected and 
stowed, especially hydraulic rigs. The preferred option does not eliminate the use of other gear in 
the reef tract areas to fishermen who have traditionally used the area (see Discussion section 
above on gear limitations proposed), with the possible exception of longlines utilized for targeting 
reef fish which would be prohibited in the tracts. The use of this gear is currently prohibited in all 
the tracts except the outer seaward portion of tract C, i.e., seaward of 50 fathoms (see Figures 6 
and 7). The use of such longlines in tract C has never been reported, and likely would have been 
reported by other fishermen if the gear was utilized (Minton/Tatum, ADCNR, Personal 
Communication). Most longlines for reef fish are used in the grouper fishery off Florida. 

The measures limiting gear require enforcement at sea. However, as there are always numerous 
vessels fishing the tracts, especially the two nearshore ones, it is anticipated that these fishermen 
will report any observed violations to enforcement agencies who could intercept the vessels. 
However, prosecution would require the violation be documented. The Council's Law Enforcement 
Advisory Panel concluded rules could be enforced for the SMZs. 

In order for any entity to obtain a permit for construction of artificial reefs they must apply to the 
Corps of Engineers (COE) and, in some instances, to appropriate state agencies. The permit 
application for a reef or reef-complex is broadly distributed to all affected federal and state 
agencies (including EPA which has authority over ocean dumping and water quality) and to the 
public including fishermen and fishing associations that may be affected. Based comments 
received by the COE on the application and/or on analyses by its staff, the COE makes a 
determination whether the proposed project requires an EIS or EA or declares a FONSI (finding of 
no significant impact). As part of this process the material for reef construction is examined for 
potential impact to the environment. Fifteen years ago, material for reefs off Alabama was 
inspected by agents of EPA, COE, Fish and Wildlife Service and the state fishery resource and 
pollution control agencies, and usually by all of these agents. More recently these agencies have 
coordinated such inspections with usually a state or federal agency completing the inspection. 

For the Alabama reef tracts (as for most other artificial reefs in the southeast) the COE prepared 
cumulative EAs as each tract or portion there of was permitted. The EAs cited no adverse effects 
on the physical environment, including the water quality or other elements of the environment 
required to be considered under NEPA. Because these EAs have already considered the projects 
and cumulative impacts under NEPA this amendment incorporates them by reference. (Copies 
are available from the Council or COE, Mobile District office.) The SEIS addresses the impacts of 
the SMZ. 

Rejected Option 1: Require that persons fishing be limited to use of certain gear that utilize no more 
than three hooks for the following reef tracts: 

a. The two northern tracts (A and B); or 
b. One or more of the tracts; or 
c. Status quo - none of the tracts. 

Rejected Option 2 for Allowable Gear: 

Gear allowed by persons fishing the reef tracts selected above will be hand-held rod and reel 
only, and: 
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a. Other prohibited gear aboard a vessel must be stored or not rigged for fishing, or 
b. Vessels with other prohibited gear must transit the reef tract without stopping to fish. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

These options were rejected by the Council because they felt it was important to limit the gear utilized 
in directed fisheries for reef fish by recreational and commercial fishermen to all three tracts and not to 
restrict commercial fishermen to the use of hand-held rods. The three-hook requirement was judged to 
be appropriate to limit fishing power (fishing efficiency of a gear) by vessels on the small reef fish 
aggregations of these small artificial reefs (frequently consisting of a single automobile body), that are 
easily overfished. Most commercial reef fish vessels are equipped with power assisted bandit rigs 
which allow a small crew to fish efficiently. The Council's intent was to continue to allow both 
commercial and recreational fishing in the proposed SMZs, under the three-hook restriction. Rejected 
Option (2) would have prohibited the commercial fishermen from either using bandit gear or from 
fishing while that gear was on board. 

a. Ecological: Rejected Option (1) (c), the status quo, would have continued to expose the small 
artificial reefs to higher fishing power, especially under the pulse fishing situations created by the 
Council by requiring red snapper commercial quotas and vessel trip limits to restore the stock. 
These situations result in the affected persons trying to catch their share for each trip as rapidly as 
possible and making as many trips as possible before the quota is taken. The small populations of 
the reefs may be overfished, eliminating or reducing harvest potential of the affected reefs for the 
remainder of the year. Options (1) (a) and (b) were rejected because the majority of reef 
placement since 1986 has been in tract C (see Socioeconomic Impact discussion under Preferred 
Option). 

b. Socioeconomic: Option (2) was rejected because it would have prevented commercial vessels 
with bandit gear or gear other than hand-held rods from fishing or would have created a significant 
burden and expense associated with removal and storage of this gear each time a vessel fished 
the area. Most commercial vessels make trips of many days duration and fish many areas during 
a trip. Removal and storage of the gear while fishing the SMZ tracts and then re-rigging the gear 
for fishing other areas would be a burdensome problem. 

Option (1 ), including status quo (no SMZs), was rejected because fishermen constructing the reefs have 
created a unique, productive fishing area, with high population densities and at considerable cost 
(see Socioeconomic Impact section of Preferred Option). The reefs, which benefit restoration of 
red snapper, have an effective life span, before deteriorating, of 4 to 7 years and must, therefore, 
be continuously replaced. A perception of allowing unfair harvesting practices by one user group 
will likely result in persons constructing reefs being less willing to bear that cost. Suboptions (a) 
and (b) under Option (1) were rejected because reefs have been place in all three tracts with 
emphasis on tract C. 

2.Framework Procedure for Special Management Zones 

The SAFMC Snapper-Grouper FMP includes a framework measure for establishing special 
management zones by regulatory amendment. This measure, as modified by the Council, is as 
follows: 
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SPECIAL MANAGEMENT ZONES (SMZ) 

Upon request to the Council from the permittee (possessor of a Corps of Engineers permit) for any artificial 
reef or fish attraction device (or other modification of habitat for the purpose of fishing), the modified area and 
an appropriate surrounding area may be designated as a Special Management Zone (SMZ), with rules that 
prohibit or regulate the use of specific types of fishing gear that are not compatible with the most effective use 
of the area. This may be done by regulatory amendment under the following criteria and procedure: 

1. A monitoring team3 will evaluate the request in the form of a written report considering 
the following criteria: 

a. Fairness and equity of proposed rules. 

b. Promotes conservation of the resource. 

c. Does not result in excessive shares. 

d.Ensures SMZs are consistent with the objectives of the FMP, the Magnuson Act, 
and other applicable law. 

a.Considers the natural bottom in and surrounding potential SMZs and impacts on 
historical uses. 

f.Determine the environment impacts and cumulative impacts on the environment of each SMZ, 
after consideration of the Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared by the Corps of Engineers 
in issuing the permit for the reef site. 

2. The Advisory Panel (AP) and/or Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) will review the report 
and associated documents and advise the Council. The Council Chairman may schedule 
meetings of the SSC and AP for this purpose. The Council Chairman will also schedule public 
hearings in the area affected. 

3. The Council, following review of the team's report; supporting data; the SSC, AP, and public 
comments; and other relevant information, may recommend to the Southeast Regional Director of 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (RD) that a SMZ with appropriate proposed rules on fishing 
be approved. Such a recommendation would be accompanied by all relevant background data. 

4. The RD will review the Council's recommendation, and if he concurs in the recommendation, will 
propose regulations in accordance with the recommendations. He may also reject the 
recommendation, providing written reasons for rejection. 

5. If the RD concurs in the Council's recommendations, he shall publish proposed regulations in the 
Federal Register and shall afford a reasonable period for public comment which is consistent with 
the urgency of the need to implement the management measure(s). 

3Monitoring Team - The Team will be comprised of members of Council staff, Fishery Operations Branch (Southeast Region, NMFS) 

and the NMFS Southeast Fisheries Science Center and other members appointed by the Council. 
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Preferred Option: Adopt the framework measure in the FMP. 

Rejected Option : Status quo - do not adopt the framework measure. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

a. .Ecological: Adoption of the measure would give the Council the option to reject or accept and 
implement other special management zones by regulatory amendment rather than by amending 
the FMP. Applying certain gear restrictions may be beneficial to maintaining and restoring stocks 
or local abundance in certain areas. Each case could be decided based on its own merits and the 
ecological impacts assessed at that time. However, adoption of the framework measure may 
encourage additional reef construction. 

b. Socioeconomic: Adoption of the measure may result in a proliferation of requests for SMZs, 
greatly taxing the Council's time and budget. Specific socioeconomic impacts would be 
determined for each proposed designation of a SMZ. These would be included in the EA or EIS 
submitted with the regulatory amendment. 

c. Environmental: No impacts by adoption of measure. Specific impacts would be determined for 
each proposed designation of a SMZ. Therefore, impacts are not discussed in the SEIS. As 
indicated in the discussion for Alabama SMZs a EA is usually prepared for each artificial reef 
project by the COE and would be considered by the monitoring team and Council in assessing 
environmental impacts. 

C. LANDING REQUIREMENTS 

Preferred Option: Require all finfish taken or landed from the EEZ, excluding oceanic 
migratory species, be landed with heads and fins intact. (Possession of fish in other forms for 
bait4 on a vessel is allowed.) 

Rejected Option 1: Require that all reef fish species in the fishery be landed with heads and 
fins intact (i.e., whole but eviscerated). 

Rejected Option 2: Status quo - requirement applies only to reef fish with minimum size limits. 

Discussion and Impacts: 
The Council selected as its preferred option the requirement that all finfish, other than oceanic 
migratory species managed under the authority of NMFS, be landed with heads and fins intact (fish 
may be eviscerated, gilled and scaled). Oceanic migratory species include sharks, tuna, swordfish, 
and the billfishes which are subject to other rules under NMFS FMPs. Sharks, tuna, and swordfish 
must be headed at sea to preserve the quality of the flesh and some species are subject to minimum 

For purposes of the measure, bait includes: (1) Packaged, headless fish fillets, with skin attached, of species of low 

exvessel value which are frozen, refrigerated, or salted in brine containers, and (2) Small pieces (2 or 3 inches or 

smaller) or strips (3 x 9 inches or smaller) cut from fillets with skin attached and packaged in cold storage or held in 

brine containers. Species normally utilized for reef fish bait include, but are not limited to, ladyfish (skipjack), Atlantic 

mackerel, blue runner, crevalle and other similar jacks, bonito (little tunny), bluefish, mullet, and other species that 

normally can be distinguished by their skin from regulated species. 
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carcass lengths under these FMPs. The Council is proposing this option because under current rules 
most fish can be filleted at sea which creates a problem in enforcing size limits and closed seasons 
that apply to certain species. The Council's preferred option is consistent with landing rules of most 
Gulf states. 

a. Ecological: Currently under the Reef Fish and Mackerel FMPs, all species with minimum size 
limits must be landed with heads and fins intact (i.e., whole but eviscerated). This is required so 
that compliance with the minimum size can be monitored. The size limits are very important in 
increasing yield per recruit for certain stocks and prohibiting landing of sexually immature fish for 
certain other species. Minimum sizes are not applied to all species since that type of management 
is not currently required for some stocks. However, by not applying the requirement to all finfish, 
fishermen may legally fillet unregulated species at sea. After a fish has been filleted, it becomes 
very difficult or impossible to determine which species it is, providing an opportunity to land illegal 
fish. Therefore, the council's preferred option is to require all fish, except oceanic migratory 
species, be landed with heads and fins intact to enhance compliance and enforcement of size 
limits and quota closures. 

b. Socioeconomic: The preferred option is unlikely to cause any adverse economic impact. Almost 
all commercial landings, with the exception of some oceanic migratory species, consist of whole 
fish that are landed whole but gutted. Most Gulf states also require all fish (with exceptions for 
sharks and certain other large fish) to be landed whole but eviscerated. Mississippi requires all 
saltwater fish be landed with heads and fins intact. Louisiana and Texas apply that requirement to 
all fish other than very large species. Florida applies the same requirement to most fish, e.g., all 
reef fish, drums, coastal migratory pelagics, etc. Extending the requirement to fish from the EEZ 
facilitates state enforcement and closes a loophole in enforcement of federal size limits and 
quota closures. 

D. PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

As indicated in the amendment section on Problems Requiring a Plan Amendment, the FMP currently 
requires that for a vessel permit to be reissued annually the applicant must be able to demonstrate that 
more than 50 percent of his/her income was derived from commercial or charter fishing in one of the 
two previous calendar years. Because of the short duration of the 1992 commercial fishing season for 
red snapper and the potential that a similar fishing pulse may rapidly harvest the 1993 red snapper 
commercial quota, some commercial fisherman may lose the right to participate in the fishery by being 
unable to meet that qualification in 1994. Therefore, the Council considered the following alternatives: 

Preferred Option: Status Quo - No change, retain the current requirement. 

Rejected Option 1: Require that permittees meet the earned income requirement based on 
records from one of the three previous calendar years. 

Rejected Option 2: Allow permittees to disregard income earned in 1992 in meeting the current 
requirement for renewal of a permit. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council selected as its preferred option status quo (no change). This option was selected 
because the Council is proceeding with development of a limited access system for the red snapper 
fishery which would have the effect of limiting participation in an already overcapitalized fishery. 
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Therefore, they rejected options that would have altered the current permit criteria, liberalizing 
participation requirements, and because those requirements may change under the limited access 
system. 

a. Ecological: Rejected Options (1) and (2) would have made the income requirement more liberal 
possibly resulting in more vessels remaining in the fishery, which is already overcapitalized. This 
would be unlikely to have a measurable ecological impact on fish stocks regulated by annual 
quotas, since fishing for those stocks would be terminated on reaching the quotas. It may have 
had an impact on other unregulated species through greater fishing pressure, thereby hastening 
the time when quotas for those stocks are necessary. 

b. Socioeconomic: Rejected Options (1) and (2) were proposed to alleviate potential socioeconomic 
impacts on fishermen who may be displaced from the fishery in 1994 under the current rule. This 
would occur if the fishing derby which occurred in 1992 reoccurs in 1993 and if fishermen affected 
were required to take other employment for a greater part of those years resulting in more than 50 
percent of their earned income being from the other employment. This is more likely to occur in 
the western Gulf where red snapper is the predominant species and the opportunity to target other 
species is more limited. The Council's proposed red snapper rule for 1993 while attempting to 
spread out the landings over a greater portion of the year, also proposes to allocate a greater 
portion of the commercial quota to vessels with historical records of participation in the red snapper 
fishery. Therefore, many permittees entering the fishery in 1992 may not meet the income 
requirements for a permit in 1994 based on landings of reef fish. However, many of these 
permittees are in other fisheries, such as shrimping, and would qualify based on that income. 

Rejected Option (1) would allow permittees to qualify for renewal of permits in 1994 based on 
records for any one of the three calendar years preceding the renewal date (birth date of permittee) 
for their permit. This option would be consistent with the time period of the commercial vessel 
permit income requirement for king and Spanish mackerel. It is the more liberal of the options, in 
that the three-year qualification period would be permanent. 

Rejected Option (2) would retain the two-year qualification period, but allow the permit applicant to 
exclude 1992 in meeting the requirement. The Preferred Option would retain the current 
requirement, and thereby consideration of income earned in 1992 and 1993 as a basis for renewal 
of the permit. It may displace some fishermen from the fishery. However, this may (or may not) 
occur under the limited access system for red snapper being considered by the Council if it is 
implemented in 1994. 

E. RED SNAPPER MINIMUM SIZE 

Increasing the minimum size while reducing fishing mortality through the stock restoration program will 
increase the yield per recruit obtained from the fishery provided the gains are not negated from release 
mortality of undersized fish. Goodyear (1992) indicated that biomass yield would be maximized by 
delaying harvest until the fish reach 19 to 21 inches (TL) and reducing instantaneous fishing mortality 
(F) to about 0.2 (18 percent annual mortality) (Figure 11 ). Currently instantaneous fishing mortality for 
the directed fishery was estimated to be slightly above F=0.4 (about 34 percent annual mortality) and 
overall stock mortality much higher due to shrimp trawl bycatch of juveniles. Obviously attaining the 
fishing mortality rate that would maximize yield per recruit is a long-term goal under the restoration 
program. 
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Immediately increasing the size limit to the level that would maximize yield per recruit, while benefiting 
the resource, would not be practical since it would adversely impact the directed recreational and 
commercial fishermen which are harvesting principally smaller fish (see Figures 12 and 13, 
respectively). However, the year class strengths for 1989 and 1990 were significantly higher than for 
the previous seven years (Figure 14), with the 1989 year class being about four times higher 
(Goodyear, 1992). Since these were the first two year classes subject to conservation actions taken 
through Amendment 1, it is anticipated that future year classes will also be higher than those for 1982 
through 1988. Therefore, it is proposed to increase the size limit gradually toward maximizing yield per 
recruit and thus increasing yield from the biomass. 

Preferred Option: Change the minimum size limit for red snapper as follows: 

o to 14 inches (TL) in 1994, and 
o to 15 inches (TL) in 1996, and 
o to 16 inches (TL) in 1998. 

Rejected Option: Status Quo - No change, the size limit remains at 13 inches (TL). 

Discussion and Impacts: 

a. Ecological: Increasing the size limit will eventually increase yield per recruit and biomass yield 
from the stock, thereby benefiting the restoration program. As indicated by Figure 11, a 16 inch 
size limit would be entering the yield per recruit isopleth that would maximize yield (i.e., see inner 
concentric area of figure) if release mortality did not exceed 33 percent and Fis reduced. During 
1992 most of the recreational and commercial harvest was from the 1989 year class, i.e., three 
year old fish. Those fish averaged about 13 inches (TL) at the beginning of 1992 (Table 9). By the 
beginning of 1993, the 1989 and 1990 year classes will average about 16.7 and 13.1 inches (TL), 
respectively (Table 9). Because of the dominance of the 1989 year class (Figure 14) a large part 
of the landings will be fish above the current 13 inch (TL) size limit. By 1994 when the 14 inch (TL) 
size limit is implemented the 1989 and 1990 year classes will average about 19.8 and 16.7 inches 
(TL), respectively. Currently, release mortality is estimated at 33 percent, but if it were higher (e.g. 
50 to 60 percent) some gain in the number of fish not harvested under a 16 inch (TL) minimum 
size would still be achieved. In as much as restrictive quotas will be required for much (or all) of 
the restoration period, fishermen should be able to take their quotas without dependence on the 
size classes below 16 inches (TL). A recent analysis by Goodyear (SEFSC) of the effect of the 
proposed size limit increases on SPA indicated a 20 percent level of SPA would be achieved 
sooner, or conversely, a shrimp trawl bycatch reduction of 50 percent could be implemented later 
than 1994 (Memo Brown to Kemmerer, NMFS, 12/1/92). 

b. Socioeconomic: Although the Council has the authority to change the size limit by regulatory 
amendment annually through the FMP procedure for specifying TAC, it chose to implement the 
change by plan amendment. The Council did this so the public would have the opportunity to 
comment on the option and be apprised of the changes well in advance of implementation. This 
knowledge should result in better compliance. It also provides the states with advance notice so 
that their regulatory agencies can implement compatible rules through their rule-making 
procedures. That will enhance the enforceability of the size limits. 

It is anticipated by the years of the size limit changes that neither the recreational or commercial 
sectors will be impacted in ability to harvest their quotas due to insufficient numbers of legal size 
fish being available (See Table 9 for growth rates). 
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A size limit of 16 inches (TL) would eliminate one of the commercial market categories for red snapper 
(i.e., the 1 to 2 pound size class). Historically, under the unregulated fishery, ex-vessel prices for the 
to 2 pound size class were occasionally higher in some landing localities and at some times of the year. 
This size class would be eliminated by 1998, possibly to some extent affecting ex-vessel value of 
vessel landings at certain times of the year. However, current demand results in higher prices for other 
size classes. The elimination of the 1 to 2 pound size class is expected to result in imports replacing 
that size class in the United States market. 

F. MUTTON SNAPPER SPAWNING AGGREGATIONS 

At public hearings on Amendment 5 the Council presented management options to regulate the 
recreational and commercial harvest of mutton snapper in the Gulf of Mexico. Specifically, the Council 
sought public comment on proposals to have a Gulf-wide spawning season closure during May and 
June, and to prohibit all fishing activity during May and June in the region of Riley's Hump, an area near 
the Dry Tortugas, Florida, (Figure 16) which is known to have major mutton snapper spawning 
aggregations. The Council also presented other alternative options for regulation of mutton snapper 
harvest. 

Mutton snapper (Lutjanus analis) are occasionally found from the Gulf of Maine to Brazil, but are most 
common in the eastern Gulf of Mexico (NOAA 1985). This NOAA atlas depicted the recreational and 
commercial fishing grounds in the Gulf to be limited to the Florida Keys area. Mutton snapper can 
reach a maximum size of 34 inches to 40 inches and may live for 15 to 20 years (Mason and Manooch 
1985, Palazon and Gonzalez 1986, Pozo 1979). Mutton snapper frequently inhabit open waters; both 
adults and juveniles may associate with grass beds, but the adults also live on or near patch reefs of 
coral and rock rubble and sponge patches (Bertone and Williams 1986). Spawning probably occurs 
during an extended period which may last from May to November (Claro 1983, Mason and Manooch 
1985, Palazon and Gonzalez 1986, written and verbal testimony received by the Gulf Council from 
fishermen). In the Gulf of Mexico, the peak spawning months appear to be May and June. 

Snappers generally spawn in groups (Thompson and Munro 1974, Thresher 1984). Fishermen in Gulf 
waters have observed mutton snapper spawning aggregations during full moon periods around sunset 
May and June. In U.S. Gulf waters the only known spawning aggregation is in the area of Riley's 
Hump near the Dry Tortugas. The Gulf Council has received testimony from fishermen that other 
aggregations have existed in the past, in particular, in the vicinity of Western Dry Rocks, near Key 
West. However, these particular aggregations were targeted and are no longer found in that area. 
Testimony by fishermen at public hearings indicated minor aggregations occur along the outer reefs on 
the Atlantic side of the Florida Keys. 

The summary of recreational mutton snapper harvest from 1987 to 1991 is in Tables 11 and 12. This 
harvest has been almost evenly split between the Gulf of Mexico and the South Atlantic off Florida. 
From 1979 to 1991, the annual mutton snapper recreational harvest in the Gulf of Mexico ranged from 
29 thousand fish to 369 thousand fish, peaking in 1984 (GMFMC 1989). However, since 1984 the 
recreational harvest of mutton snapper has declined dramatically. From 1981 to 1984 the annual 
recreational harvest averaged 230 thousand fish. From 1985 to 1988 the average decreased to 64 
thousand fish. In 1989-1991 the average annual harvest dropped to 48 thousand fish, a decline of 24 
percent from 1985-1988 levels and 80 percent from 1981-1984 harvests. Although spawning 
aggregations are reported during May and June, the greatest harvests have occurred in the winter 
months, with November through February accounting for 64 percent of the total mutton snapper Gulf of 
Mexico harvest (Figure 17). 
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South Atlantic recreational harvest of mutton snapper off Florida has also seen a decline in recent 
years, from an average of 87 thousand fish in 1987 through 1988 to an average of 60 thousand fish in 
1989-1991, a 31 percent decrease. In contrast to the Gulf of Mexico, South Atlantic recreational 
harvest displays a bimodal landings distribution, with a primary peak in summer and a second peak in 
winter (Figure 18). For 1987 through 1991, the months of May-June accounted for 52 percent of the 
South Atlantic recreational harvest, and another 23 percent was harvested in November-December. 
Riley's Hump is very close to the GMFMC/SAFMC jurisdictional border (see Figure 16). If fishing trips 
in the Riley's Hump area were counted as Atlantic trips, then additional harvest during periods of 
spawning aggregations would not appear in Gulf of Mexico statistics, but would instead appear in 
South Atlantic statistics. 

Commercial landings for mutton snapper were obtained from Florida trip ticket data provided by Florida 
DNR. Note that all Monroe county landings are considered to be Gulf of Mexico landings. Over 98 
percent of the commercial mutton snapper catch is taken from waters adjacent to Florida (GMFMC 
1989). Since 1986 landings in Florida have remained fairly stable, ranging from 242 thousand pounds 
to 362 thousand pounds (in 1987). Unlike the recreational harvest, commercial landings have shown 
no obvious trend upward or downward (Table 13, Figure 19). The commercial sector has harvested 65 
percent of the mutton snapper since 1985 (GMFMC 1989). Figure 20 shows the average monthly 
mutton snapper landings for 1986-1991. For most of the year, other than May and June, average 
monthly landings are fairly stable, ranging from 12 thousand to 22 thousand pounds. However, in May 
and June, average landings increase to 60 to 62 thousand pounds. For the period 1986-1991, May
June landings accounted for 39 percent of mutton snapper landings. The May-June landings peak is 
from Monroe County landings. If Monroe County landings are removed from the statistics, the 
remaining Gulf Coast landings do not show any increased harvest in May-June (Figure 21, Table 14). 
Monroe County accounts for 64 percent of mutton snapper landings during the non-spawning months, 
but 90 percent of mutton snapper landings during May and June. 

Existing Regulations 

In the Gulf of Mexico EEZ, mutton snapper have a 12 inch total length minimum size limit, and must be 
landed with head and tails attached. Recreational fishermen have an aggregate bag limit of 1 O 
snapper (including mutton) other than red, lane, and vermilion. Charter and headboats may possess 
two day's bag limit on trips longer than 24 hours. There are no quotas or closed seasons, however, a 
federal reef fish permit is required to harvest commercial quantities of mutton snapper. Within the 
"stressed area", the use of fish traps, roller trawls and power heads is prohibited. (Riley's Hump is 
outside of the stressed area, which extends to the 10 fathom contour in the region near the Dry 
Tortugas.) 

In the South Atlantic EEZ, there is also a 12 inch total length minimum size limit, and mutton snapper 
must be landed with head and tails attached. Recreational fishermen have an aggregate bag limit of 
ten of all snappers combined except for vermilion, which has a separate bag limit (a maximum of two 
of the aggregate can be red snapper). Charter and headboats may possess two day's bag limit on 
trips longer than 24 hours, or three day's bag limit on trips longer than 48 hours. A federal snapper
grouper permit is required to harvest commercial quantities of mutton snapper. There is a spawning 
season closure in May and June, during which commercial fishermen are limited to the recreational 
limit for mutton snapper. 

Within Florida state waters, there is also a 12 inch total length minimum size limit, and mutton snapper 
must be landed with head and tails attached. Recreational fishermen have an aggregate bag limit of 
ten of all snappers with a bag limit. A saltwater products license with a restricted species endorsement 
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is required to harvest commercial quantities of mutton snapper. The only allowable gears for harvest 
are hook and line, spear, gig or lance (except powerheads, bangsticks, or explosive devices). 

Preferred Option : Close the region of Riley's Hump 5 to all fishing activity during the months of May 
and June. 

Rejected Option 1: Do not have a complete closure of Riley's Hump. Fishing for species other than 
mutton snapper would continue to be allowed during May and June. 

Rejected Option 2: Status quo. 

Discussion: The region is just inside the Gulf Council's jurisdictional waters, about five miles from the 
SAFMC jurisdiction, and less than three miles from the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary. 
Riley's Hump is the only known remaining area of mutton snapper spawning aggregation in U.S. Gulf 
of Mexico waters. Spawning aggregations in other areas have been observed (Don DeMaria, Reef 
Fish Advisory Panel, Personal Communication) off the Turks and Caicos, Bahama Islands in April 
1992. However, long-term tagging returns indicate that adult mutton snapper show little movement. 
The Council proposes a complete prohibition on all fishing on Riley's Hump during the peak of the 
spawning season which would eliminate release mortality and would increase ease of enforcement. 
This would provide the greatest possible protection for the mutton snapper spawning aggregation. No 
information is available on release mortality of mutton snapper. The Council has chosen to use a 
release mortality of 33 percent for red snapper for purposes of stock assessments. Riley's Hump is a 
shallow water area or plateau (minimum depth 80-90 feet rising from 200 feet), which could increase 
the survival of released mutton snapper. 

Impacts: 

a. Ecological: Protection of fish from exploitation during spawning periods is important only if the fish 
are more vulnerable to harvest during the spawning period or the spawning act, than at other times 
of the year. Some of the reef fish form dense aggregations during the spawning act. During 
periods of these aggregations the fish become more vulnerable to harvest as the aggregations are 
targeted by fishermen. Nassau grouper, a Pan-Caribbean species, has been significantly reduced 
in abundance over that area partially as a result of fishing on aggregations (Sadovy, in press). 
Mutton snapper aggregations in the Florida Keys area have been fished by recreational and 
commercial fishermen for years, and some aggregations have been substantially reduced (e.g., at 
Western Dry Rocks). 

An assessment of the mutton snapper stock in the Gulf has not been completed. However, 
analyses completed for the SAFMC jurisdiction indicated a SPR level between 38 and 51 percent 
(Huntsman, NMFS, Personal communication to Steven Atran). Huntsman pointed out these levels 
conflict with perceptions of the fishermen that mutton snapper are declining and suggested 
samples for these determinations may have been biased through collection of larger specimens. 

Even though the SPR may be relatively high for the Florida Keys population, it is appropriate to 
protect the spawning aggregation, since the fish are more vulnerable to fishing at that time. The 
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Council's preferred option would do that during the peak spawning months of May and June and 
not over entire period spawning has been observed to occur (i.e., May through November). Mutton 
snapper, like many reef fish, are batch spawners, extruding eggs as they ripen over an extended 
period. However, for many batch spawners egg release is much higher during the spawning 
peaks, often when environmental conditions first become favorable. May and June appear to be 
the peak period for the Riley's Hump area. 

b. Socioeconomic: The Council's preferred option would prohibit any fishing on the Riley's Hump 
area during May and June. This was selected, rather than rejected Option (1), because 
enforcement is more easily accomplished (i.e., aerial surveillance can be utilized) and, because of 
the large aggregations, many mutton snapper would be caught incidentally and be subject to 
release mortality. 

Testimony at hearings indicated many spiny lobster and stone crab fishermen fished Riley's Hump 
when their fisheries were closed (April through July) and were dependent on fishing during those 
months. These fishermen would have to fish other (likely less productive) areas during May and 
June. 

Alternatives Related to Seasonal Closures 

Preferred Option: Status quo. Do not have a closed season for mutton snapper. 

Rejected Option 1: Close the mutton snapper fishery to all fishing during the peak spawning 
season of May and June. 

Rejected Option 2: Restrict the commercial sector to the recreational bag limit of mutton 
snapper during May and June. (This option is identical to the SAFMC regulation. 

Rejected Option 3: Implement Option 1 or 2 but with a different season. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council selected status quo as its preferred option because closure of Riley's Hump, the only 
identified spawning area in the Gulf, appeared to provide adequate protection of the spawning 
population. A Gulf-wide closure [rejected Option (1 )] would have enhanced enforcement but, was 
deemed not appropriate because NOAA (1985) identified the directed fishery for mutton snapper to 
occur only in the Florida Keys area of the Gulf and because there was no stock assessment available 
on the Gulf resource. Limiting all participants to a bag limit (ten fish) during May and June [Rejected 
Option (2)] would have allowed persons to continue to fish Riley's Hump during the peak spawning 
period, partially negating the benefits of the area closure. 

a. Ecological: Rejected Options (1) and (2) would have reduced harvest of mutton snapper over the 
entire Gulf of Mexico during the peak spawning months associated with the Florida Keys area. 
However, spawning peaks may occur at other times in other parts of the Gulf due to different 
environmental conditions [Rejected Option (3)]. That information is not available: The statistical 
information on landings indicates the directed fisheries in the Gulf for mutton snapper occurs only 
off South Florida. Therefore, large spawning aggregations are more likely in that area and many 
are likely protected by the SAFMC rule [Rejected Option (2)]. 
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b.Socioeconomic: There are no effects related to adoption of status quo. Rejected Option (2) 
would have restricted fishing by only the commercial sector during peak spawning months. 

Alternatives Related to Size and Bag Limits 

Preferred Option: Do not change the minimum size limit or set a species bag limit. 

Rejected Option 1 : Increase the minimum size limit for mutton snapper from 12 inches to 17 
inches total length. 

Rejected Option 2: Increase the minimum size limit for mutton snapper from 12 inches to 20 
inches total length. 

Rejected Option 3: Set a recreational daily bag limit of two (or some other number) mutton 
snapper. 

The Council selected status quo as its preferred option after deciding to wait until it had better 
assessment information on mutton snapper and until the Florida Marine Fisheries Commission had 
considered rules regulating mutton snapper in Florida waters. Mutton snapper in Cuba are reported to 
first exhibit indications of sexual maturity at about 17 inches total length (GMFMC 1989). It is therefore 
likely that 12 inch mutton snapper in the Gulf of Mexico are not yet mature. However, increasing the 
minimum size limit might eliminate the recreational fishery for mutton snapper in grass flats and near 
shore areas. When the Council decided to set a 12 inch size limit in Amendment 1, it felt that the 
combination of size and catch limits together would provide protection against overfishing. Mutton 
snapper presently have no species bag limit but are included in an aggregate daily bag limit of 10 
snappers. 

a. Ecological: There was insufficient scientific data to assess the impacts of the rejected options; 
therefore status quo was adopted as the preferred option. 

b. Socioeconomic: There was insufficient scientific data to assess the impacts of the rejected 
options; therefore status quo was adopted as the preferred option. 

8. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Environmental consequences of each proposed and alternative action are summarized in the text for that 
action and discussed in more detail in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for this 
amendment. 

9. OTHER APPLICABLE LAW 

Impact on Other Fisheries 

No impacts on other fisheries are anticipated from the proposed actions. 

Habitat Concerns 

Reef fish habitats and related concerns were described in the FMP and updated in Amendment 1. No 
changes affecting the fishery are known to have occurred since that time. 
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Vessel Safety Considerations 

There are no fishery conditions, management measures, or regulations contained in this amendment that 
would result in the loss of harvesting opportunity because of crew and vessel safety effects of adverse 
weather or ocean conditions. The affected persons can fish throughout each year and select fishing periods 
dependent on weather. Therefore, there are no procedures for making management adjustments in the 
amendment due to vessel safety problems because no person will be precluded from a fair or equitable 
harvesting opportunity by the management measures set forth. 

No vessel will be forced to participate in the fishery under adverse weather or ocean conditions as a result of 
the imposition of management regulations set forth in this amendment. Therefore, no management 
adjustments for fishery access will be provided. There are no procedures proposed to monitor, evaluate, and 
report on the effects of management measures on vessel or crew safety under adverse weather or ocean 
conditions. 

Coastal Zone Consistency 

Section 307(c)(1) of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 requires that all federal activities 
which directly affect the coastal zone be consistent with approved state coastal zone management programs 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

This amendment is consistent with the Coastal Zone Management programs of the states of Alabama, 
Florida, Louisiana, and Mississippi to the maximum extent possible; Texas does not have an approved 
Coastal Zone Management program. This determination has been submitted to the responsible state 
agencies under Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act administering approved Coastal Zone 
Management programs in the states of Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, and Louisiana. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

The purpose of the Paperwork Reduction Act is to control paperwork requirements imposed on the public by 
the Federal Government. The authority to manage information collection and record keeping requirements is 
vested with the Director of the Office of Management and record keeping requirements is vested with the 
Director of the Office of Management and Budget. This authority encompasses establishment of guidelines 
and policies, approval of information collection requests, and reduction of paperwork burdens and 
duplications. 

The Council proposes, through this amendment, to establish no additional permit or data collection programs 
that require submission of information by the public. Therefore, no increased reporting burden on the public 
or cost to the government will be incurred through this amendment. 

Federalism 

No federalism issues have been identified relative to the actions proposed in this amendment and associated 
regulations. The affected states have been closely involved in developing the proposed management 
measures and the principal state officials responsible for fisheries management in their respective states 
have not expressed federalism related opposition to adoption of this amendment. Therefore, preparation of a 
federalism assessment under Executive Order 12612 is not necessary. 
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ADVANTAGES OF FISH TRAPS 

The extensive use of fish traps in the Caribbean and restricted areas around Florida is easily understood. 
Traps are inexpensively and easily constructed and can be made of durable, easily repairable materials. The 
cost can be recouped in as little as 4 to 5 hauls (Munro, 1973; Craig, 1976). Traps are easy to use and 
require little skill to fish, although the most successful fishing does depend on the fisherman's skill in locating 
productive fishing grounds. Traps can be fished from small or large boats and pulled by hand or 
mechanical means. Trap fishing also allows fishermen to pursue other interests or hold other jobs while the 
gear is fishing unattended and if foul weather precludes hauling, traps can be left for extended periods of 
time. 

Traps capture a wide range of species of fish that are not caught by other types of gear (Luckhurst and 
Ward, 1986; Munro, 1973; Stevenson and Stuart-Sharkey, 1980). They also allow the economical 
exploitation of low density fish stocks and allow fishing where other methods are uneconomical or have 
become uneconomical because of overfishing (Munro, 1973; Kipness and Williams, personal 
communication). This last fact accounts in part for the controversy presently surrounding the use of fish 
traps in the United States. 

Traps can be fished over a wide range of depths, bottom types, and conditions. Because traps fish 
passively and are not towed, they are particularly suited to coralline tropical seas where use of trawls and 
other nets are precluded or restricted by the presence of hermatypic corals (Munro, 1973). In most coral 
reef areas, fishing with traps is limited to individually buoyed traps on vertical lines. Here, even use of trawls 
of traps (as series of 3-10 traps attached at intervals along a length of a line) is difficult because lines can 
become entangled in coral and gear can be easily lost or damaged (Munro, 1973) ... 

The depth and location of traps can be varied to target different species assemblages, although this requires 
some knowledge and skill on the part of the fisherman (Craig, 1976; Luckhurst and Ward, 1986). Another 
advantage of fish traps is the fact that most of the fish caught are alive and in good condition. 

Many of the reasons listed above make fish traps a convenient scientific tool for surveys of fish populations. 
A large area can be surveyed in a day using fish traps and the catch is alive for biological sampling (Miller 
and Hunte, 1987). The main disadvantage of fish traps is their bulk, which restricts the mobility of the 
fishermen. To overcome this disadvantage, stackable traps have been designed that increase the 
trap-carrying capacity of a fishing vessel. This allows commercial operations to be economically feasible 
in distant waters. This is particularly important in the Caribbean where near-shore areas are frequently 
over-exploited and becoming increasingly uneconomical to fish. 

TRAP LOSSES 

There are many reasons why fish traps are lost both inshore and offshore. A common reason is gear failure, 
which includes pot warp (line) parting, the buoy separating from the pot warp or the buoy breaking up. This 
gear failure can be caused by normal wear and tear, powerboat propellers, and sea turtles or sea gulls biting 
the buoys or pot warp. Theft is also a major cause of lost traps in many areas. Losses occur because of 
setting the traps too deep or on too steep a slope. Storm surge and wave action can cause loss of traps, 
particularly in shallow inshore waters. Traps without buoys are less susceptible to storm damage, but may 
be moved from a site by currents or wave action and become unretrievable. In coralline areas, the buoy 
lines may become entangled on coral, chafe, and break. Offshore, losses are primarily caused by large 
vessels cutting or dragging gear, gear failure, and storms. Strong currents submerging buoys or sweeping 
traps away from the locations where they were set and traps becoming entangled with other fishing gear 
and anchors have also been cited as causes of trap loss. 
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The percentage of traps lost varied considerably among studies by both area and depth fished. Wolf and 
Chislett (1974) reported pot losses of 10-20% per trip in exploratory efforts in deep water shelf edges in the 
Virgin Islands. They attributed these losses to pots tumbling down steep slopes. While trap fishing off Boca 
Raton, Florida, Craig (1976) had a trap loss approaching 20% for a period of six months, with at least some 
loss due to theft. In Broward County, Florida trap fishermen, had an average of 20.3% annual loss due 
mainly to strong currents, entanglement and theft. Dade County, Florida trap fishermen reported losing 1-5 
traps per trip, with an annual loss of 100%. Losses were due to theft or loss of buoys. Traps (sic) theft was 
such a problem that traps were brought back to port at the end of each fishing day in Dade (Sutherland and 
Harper, 1983). Munro (sic) County, Florida trap fishermen had estimated average annual trap losses of 63%. 
The losses were mainly from currents and severance of buoys by large ships in deep water and from 
vandalism inshore. Trap loss was not a problem in Collier County, Florida with an annual loss of only 5%. 
This was possibly due to the fact that fishermen brought back traps to the dock after each trip (Taylor and 
McMichael, 1983). About 85% of traps used off Key Biscayne, Florida in a study on mesh selectivity by 
Sutherland et al. (1987) were lost with most losses attributed to theft. Trap loss due to theft and vessels 
cutting of fouling lines was reported as a major problem in the Virgin Islands (Swingle et al., 1970; Olsen 
et al., 1974; Sylvester, 1972). 

In Jamaica, Munro and Thompson (1973) had such a theft problem in their study that the use of buoyed 
traps had to be abandoned. While losses due to theft, storms, and vessels can not easily be controlled, the 
trap fishermen can inspect gear frequently for wear and tear and use more durable materials. 

SPECIES COMPOSITION 

... Despite the great abundance of fishes on Florida reefs, until recent years, only a few species had been 
targeted for food purposes. As a result, the commercial harvest of fish was directed almost entirely towards 
Lutjanids (snappers) and Serranids (groupers). However, in South Florida, there is a growing consumer 
demand for non-traditional food fish, especially among ethnic caribbean (sic) groups. These non-traditional 
food fishes include squirrelfish, bigeye, sand tilefish, goatfish, spadefish, angelfish, parrotfish, triggerfish, 
scrawled filefish, and acanthurids. These species bring about one-half the usual market price as more 
traditional species such as grouper and snapper in south Florida (Sutherland and Harper, 1983) and, unlike 
the Caribbean, some species are not saleable at all (Craig, 1976). 

TRAP PLACEMENT 

A number of authors noted that traps set adjacent to reefs are more effective than traps set at a distance 
from reefs (Munro et al., 1971; High and Beardsley, 1970; Godcharles, 1970; Stevenson and Stuart-Sharkey, 
1980; Hartsuijker and Nicholson, 1981; High and Beardsley, 1970). Sylvester and Dammann (1972) found 
that distances as little as five feet from an underwater feature such (sic) a ledge and coral head could make 
a difference in the number and species caught. 

High and Beardsley (1970) found that traps set in close proximity to reefs were particularly effective in 
catching reef fishes with restricted home ranges. Hartsuijker and Nicholson (1982) developed this concept 
further in their research. They used the occurrence of small serranidae, which have reef restricted home 
ranges, as parameters for predicting the distance between traps and reef patches. 

Most fishermen prefer to set traps near rocky ledges, reef structures or steep drop-offs (Sutherland and 
Harper, 1983; Taylor and McMichael, 1983; Stevenson, 1978; Olsen, 1980; Sylvester and Dammann, 1972; 
Godcharles, 1970; Munro, 1971 ). However, Craig (1976) found high relief rocky areas produced unwanted 
reef species such as tangs, parrots, and angelfish (he was targeting Lutjanids). Olsen (1980) also noted that 
the fishermen in the Dry Tortugas avoided coral reef areas as unproductive of target fish and destructive to 
their gear. Hartsuijker and Nicholson (1981) pointed out that small individuals made up a higher percentage 
of the catch when traps were placed nearer a reef. High and Beardsley (1970) and Hartsuijker and 
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Nicholson (1981) found traps set in close proximity to reefs were more effective in catching reef fish with 
restricted home ranges. 

Hartsuijker and Nicholson (1981) noted that in areas with dense coral coverage, placement of traps relative 
to bottom irregularities (coral heads or ledges, for example) would probably not contribute to the trap catch 
rates. However, with low density coverage, a careful setting of traps near reef structures would significantly 
contribute to the economic viability of the fishery. According to Hartsuijker and Nicholson (1981), the 
effective distance between traps and reef structure should be between 1 O and 30 meters. 

Using a submersible for observation, Sutherland et al. (1983) found the number of juveniles in and around 
derelict traps appeared to be related to the distance between traps and the nearest reef area, fish were 
absent or rare near traps on or adjacent to reefs and present in traps on "barren" sand sea floor areas. 
Craig (1976) obtained his best results when deploying traps in open sandy environments. He noted that 
they became the most prominent bottom feature and were approached by fish almost immediately. In 
contrast, Taylor and McMichael (1983) noted that when traps in their study were set on sandy bottom, they 
had poor catches. 

Large differences in catch are found from various depths as well as from differences in proximity to 
structures. With depths over 27.4 m, catch rate appeared to be inversely related to depth in Sutherland and 
Harper's (1983) studies in South Florida. However, in the U.S. Virgin Islands, Wolf and Chislette (1974) 
reported spectacular results were obtained with heavily baited traps in deep water and they noted that, 
overall, the majority of the good catches were made at night in generally deeper waters. Larger fish were 
also found in deeper water by Dammann (1970) and Taylor and McMichael (1983). Munro and Thompson 
(1973) also made several attempts at utilizing traps in water up to 250 meters with promising results. 

Stevenson and Stuart-Sharkey (1980) indicated that fish traps in shallower water of Puerto Rico caught 
numerically more fish but the average fish weighed less that (sic) those caught in deeper water. While their 
results indicated that 30 m was the optimum depth for trap fishing, they qualified the results by stating that 
the effects of depth, design, and soak on mean catch rates were interdependent. 

INGRESS AND EGRESS 

Movement in and out of traps reflects behavior and response of various species to the traps (Kumpf, 1980). 
Several authors have observed egress from open-mouth traps (Munro, 1974; Craig, 1976; Sylvester and 
Dammann, 1972: Luckhurst and Ward, 1986). Divers report that fish behavior around pots follows consistent 
patterns (Sylvester and Dammann, 1972). Territorial fish have been observed swimming in and out of pots. 
Luckhurst and Ward ( 1986) observed behaviorally active surgeon fish which are well adapted to living around 
and within the complex reef system escaping and re-entering traps. They interpreted the repeated ingress 
and escapement of individual fish from traps with straight-neck funnels and use of the trap as a shelter site. 
They noted that at least the six species they reported (L.griseus, .!:::!..isabelita, .!:::!.-ascensionis, .!:::!.-sciurus, 
Q. bermudensis and Acanthurus spp.) are able to come and go at will. Few escapements were recorded 
in traps with horseneck funnels. 

While most information on ingress and egress has been gathered in the field, Harper and McClellan (1982; 
1983) used holding tanks in their studies. They found that within a few days, all species tested, except the 
large predators (groupers, nurse sharks, jacks, and green morays), found the exit funnels. Not only did the 
fish learn to exit, but an equilibrium state occurred with frequent movements in and out of the trap. It was 
also noted that small prey-fish, such as grunts and snapper, found the exit sooner when a predator entered 
the trap. Eventually, only the predator remained and no other species of fish entered the trap. 

INJURY AND MORTALITY 
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Sutherland and Harper (1983) found 20.6% of the trapped fish in their study sustained injuries caused by 
gas expansion, physical contact with traps, and predators. The most common injury (74.8%) was internal 
gas expansion caused by reduced ambient pressure as the fish were hauled to the surface. Symptoms of 
gas expansion injuries include inability to submerge, air bubbles within the eye or bulging eyes, internal 
organs or swim bladders extruded through the mouth or anus, and bleeding. They reported a mortality rate 
of 2.9% of the trap caught fish, or an average of 1 dead for every 3.2 traps hauled. Mortalities averaged 
1.8% during eight months of the study and 7.5% during a 2 month period when fish kills were reported of 
(sic) southeastern Florida. 

Injuries and mortalities related to trap capture were recorded by Harper and McClellan (1982) in 745 fish. 
Data was kept both in the field and for 699 of the surviving fish for seven additional days in holding tanks. 
They reported 2.7% of the fish were dead and 11.1 % of the fish were injured at the time of capture. The 
types of injuries reported were damage from gas expansion, abrasions or frayed fins from physical contact 
with the trap, and disorientation/whirling syndrome that was attributed to temperature shock, or gas 
expansion, or both. The two most common injuries were abrasions in 48.2% of the injured fish and 
embolisms in 32.5% of the injured fish (from gas expansion). Harper and McClellan noted, however, that 
most fish with minor injuries recovered in holding tanks within 2-5 days. A total of 563 (80.5%) of the fish 
survived the seven days that the fish were in the holding tanks. 

Bohnsack et al. (in press, as cited in Sutherland, 1989) found 2.2% of the fish in their studies dead at the 
time of capture. Both the Harper and McClellan (1982) and the Bohnsack et al. studies were conducted off 
Key Biscayne, Florida. 

In Collier County, Florida, where traps soaked for less than one hour, few injuries were recorded. The 
highest injuries (27%) in that study [off Monroe County] were recorded in fish captured in traps soaked for 
20 days (Taylor and McMichael, 1983). They suggested that occurrence of injuries and death were probably 
related to the length of time fish were confined in traps and the depth fished. Taylor and McMichael 
reported 0.9% trap mortality. 

Taylor and McMichael (1983) also monitored released sub-legal and non-targeted species of fish for one 
minute and indicated that 53% swam downward. The survival rate of those is unknown, but they speculated 
that at least some died because of injuries. Of the fish that died, 20% died immediately from gas expansion 
or stress or were eaten by sharks or birds. In a similar study, Sutherland and Harper (1983) indicated that 
87% of the fishes swam down after release from traps. 

Munro, Reeson, and Gaut (1971) stated that almost all fishes retained in traps off Jamaica for periods 
approaching two weeks showed signs of wounds from predators or abrasions from the wire mesh, often with 
secondary fungal infections. In Bermuda, secondary infections were reported to be the primary cause of 
trap mortality in several species including Q. bermudensis, Scarus spp., Sparisoma spp., and!:::!.. sciurus 
(Luckhurst and Ward, 1986). Few dead fish were observed in Jamaican traps (Munro, Reeson and Gaut, 
1971; Munro, 1974). The carcasses of dead fish remained in the traps for only a short times (sic) before 
disappearing (Luckhurst and Ward, 1986; Munro, Reeson and Gaut, 1971; Munro, 1974). 

Some species of fish frequently were not able to survive confinement in fish traps. Great Barracuda 
(Sphyraena barracuda) and sand tilefish (Malacanthus plumieri) did not survive in traps according to . 
Sutherland and Harper (1983). Ward (1983) also noted that great barracuda, cubera snapper, yellow jacks, 
and lemon sharks died shortly after entering traps in pursuit of prey. The scarids, ~- croicensis and ~
chrysopterum, were observed dead or dying within 2-3 days of their entry into traps (Luckhurst and Ward, 
1986). 

GHOST TRAPS AND DERELICT TRAPS 
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Fish traps that fishermen cannot locate and retrieve or that are abandoned, but still capable of catching fish, 
are referred to as ghost traps. Ghost traps have long been a subject of concern, but opinions have changed 
considerably since Olsen et al. (1978) made their observations. They noted that if traps were lost, mortality 
of juvenile and forage species could decimate a fishing ground. They suggested that considerable mortality 
could take place over the 1-2 years before the mesh corroded away, and indicated corrosion time would 
be longer and mortality would be greater for small sizes of mesh. A more recent study made by Harper and 
McClellan (1983) estimated the average fishing life of eight traps observed off Key Biscayne to be from 5.5 
to 157 days before becoming unable to capture fish. While the decay and catch rates of ghost traps are 
not well documented, at least some evidence indicates that lost traps quickly become damaged and 
ineffective (Sutherland et al., 1978). Most of the reports of injury and mortality by ghost traps appear to be 
anecdotal. However, an underwater video was presented to the South Atlantic Fisheries Management 
Council on June 11, 1990 that documented dead and injured fish in ghost traps in the Florida Keys. The 
video was presented by Fernand Braun in an effort to persuade the council to ban fish traps. Also, in the 
Harper and McClellan (1983) study, 19.2% of the 130 fish known to enter their traps were reported to die. 

Derelict traps are lost or abandoned traps that are incapable of catching fish due to structural damage or 
deterioration. Derelict traps have small holes or breaks in the wire mesh, gaps between ceiling and floor 
panels and walls, or entire panels deteriorated or missing (Smolowitz, 1978). 

Traps become derelict in a number of ways. Predator damage, wire mesh corrosion, escape windows 
opening, and materials fastened to escape devices decomposing have all been documented. 

Munro et al. (1971) speculated that lost traps that have accumulated large numbers of fish may be attacked 
and rendered ineffective by large predators such as nurse sharks (Ginglymostoma cirratum). Harper and 
McClellan (1983) found the funnel openings enlarged with the prongs bent back and speculated that the 
damage was by large predators attempting to escape. Seams were also split by predators such as cubera 
snapper (Lutjanus cyanopterus), great barracuda (Sphyraena barracuda), yellow jacks (Caranx bartholomae), 
and lemon sharks (Negaprion brevirostris) in Harper and McClellan's study. He found mortality of these 
large predators to be high. In Craig's study (1976) escapement through trap holes caused by predators 
became a problem if traps were not hauled after 5 or 6 days. Fish are rarely caught in traps with holes or 
breaks in the mesh (Craig, 1976; Sutherland and Harper, 1983; Ward, 1983). Even small holes or breaks 
in the wire mesh apparently render them ineffective as fish traps. 

Using a submersible for observation, Sutherland et al. (1983) found juvenile fish numerous in and around 
derelict traps. The derelict traps and other man made objects appeared to serve as artificial reefs on 
"barren" sand sea floor areas (Sutherland et al. 1983; Harper and McClellan, 1983). Sutherland et al. (1983) 
observed that fish were absent or rare near traps on or adjacent to reefs. 

TRAP DESIGN AND GHOST FISHING 

Various methods have been proposed to alleviate the concerns of ghost traps. Since trap design is one of 
the keys as to whether a ghost fishing situation will be created (Smolowitz, 1978), many of these methods 
deal with trap design. Designs to prevent ghost fishing were primarily developed for northern or temperate 
invertebrate (lobster) fisheries. 
Degradable sections of hinges that rot in a specified time period are one such design requirement that has 
been adopted by both the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery Councils. When the degradable link 
fails, the trap no longer fishes. The self destruct devices are designed to prevent or reduce ghost fishing 
without reducing efficiency of the trap or significantly increasing the costs. 

Kumpf (1980) conducted a limited experiment to determine the durability and suitability of 4 types of 
materials for self-destruct devices that were inexpensive, available locally, and simple to replace. He tested 
unoiled jute, sisal, 16 gauge, and 18 gauge galvanized wire in his experiments. The unoiled jute and sisal 
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lasted 42 days while the galvanized wire was still intact at the end of the 120 days of the testing. He noted 
the galvanic couplings with a short life spans (sic} are available or could be manufactured if there was a 
sufficient demand. 

Several problems are encountered in the use of self-destruct panels and hinges. They are not readily 
accepted by fishermen because of possible catch losses and the time lost in repair or replacement. The 
trap may land with the degradable panel facing down. And, time for degradable panels or hinges to 
deteriorate may be longer than predicted. Corrosion of metal hinging materials occurs more slowly in 
colder, slower moving water and biodegradable materials take longer to break down in deeper water where 
there are fewer organisms to attack the materials. 

Gordon Sharp, a Florida Marine Patrol officer in Key West, stated that he found 95% of the traps he has 
seized in areas closed to trap fishing to be constructed illegally. The primary construction violations he 
found were uses of non-degradable hinge materials such as rubber, nylon or stainless steel or the use of 
illegal thicknesses of jute. 

Escape vents for sublegal fish are another design element demonstrated to reduce the catch of and damage 
to sublegals (Smolowitz, 1978}. Smolowitz also noted other advantages to the use of sublegal vents such 
as improving the quality of the catch and increasing trap efficiency. Fewer fish in the traps should result 
in fewer injuries, and in areas with large populations, sublegal escape vents should allow more legal sized 
fish to be caught. Currently, a minimum of two, 2 x 2 inch escape vents are required on each of two sides 
of a trap (four total) by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Council. 

One design feature that has received little attention is the trap funnel. The funnel size, shape, mesh size, 
and type of funnel (straight or horseneck} all have effects on retention of trapped fish and would therefore 
have an effect on the ability of a ghost trap to retain fish (see trap design and structure}. 
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FIGURE 2. AVERAGE NUMBER OF VESSELS 
IN THE REEF FISH FISHERY 
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FIGURE 3. REAL AND EXVESSEL PRICE PER 
POUND FOR RED SNAPPER AND REEF FISH 
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Figure 17 

Mutton Snapper Ave Recreational Harvest 
Gulf of Mexico, 1987-1991 
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Figure 18 

Mutton Snapper Ave ·Recreational Harvest 
South Atlantic, 1987-1991 
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Figure 19 

Annual Commercial Mutton Snapper Catch 
Gulf of Mexico - Including Monroe Cty 
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Figure 20 

Mutton Snapper Commercial Harvest 
(Gulf Coast including Monroe County) 

70 

60_i,, 

'"C 
Q) 

'"C ina·-g 40 
-.J ns 
U) ~ 
,:, _g 30 
§ I::. 
0 a.. 20 

10 

0 

_.,,,, 

,-"'50 

-

.v 

.v 

_v 

-

- - -
~ 

. 

··.·. 

.·. 

·.· 

-

I_ 

......... -
. ·-i: 

·•· •c-' . : :"'. •: /•<.... . < . :>< :( 
> ( :- ·•· 

••· 
. . 

•· 
. 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

ID 1986-1991 Average 

Source: Table _13 

F-20 

,,, 
I 



'U 
Q) 

'U 
C: «s 

...J 
(/) 

'U 
C:::::,. 
0 a. 

12 

10 

8-Cl) 

"C 
C: 

. (U 
6Cl) 

:::::, 
0 
.c 
I::. 

4 

2 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

ID 1986-1991 Average 

Figure 21 

Mutton Snapper Commercial Harvest 
(Gulf Coast excluding Monroe County) 

Source: Table 14 

F-21 



__ 

Table 1 

AverageLandlngs1 (Thousands of Pounds) of Red Snapper 
and ReefFish in Gulf Ports and Portion (Thousands of Pounds) 

of Red Snapper Caught from Foreign Waters 

Vear 
Red Snapper 

Landed 

Red Snapper 
Caught From 

Foreign Waters 

2Reef Fish
Landed 

1960 11,362 l 
20,385 

1965 13,349 6,422' 24,169 

1970 9,541 2,299 21,0&4 

1975 7,762 759 18,334 

1980 5,417 431 19,037 

1985 5,239 I 22,858 

19901 

,,.,,_,, ,._..,, 
3,287 21,240 

1Five-year average with year the midpoint of the period, e.g., 1960value is for 1958~1962 period. 

21ncludes red snapperlandings. 

30ata not available before 1964. 

•Four-yearaveragefor 1964-1967. 

'Mexico prohibited U.S. vessels after 1981. 

'Three-year average ending in 1990, i.e., for 1988-1990period. 
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Table 2 

Average Number of Vessels in the Reef Fish Fishery 
1960-1992 

Year' 

1960 

Handllne 

385 

Longllne 

. 
Other 

3 

Total 

388 

1965 447 . 1 - 448 

1970 348 . 20 366 

1975 472 . 9 481 

1980 648 122 31 801 

19851 580 245 43 868 

1990-1992' 598 286 3514 1,234 
:\a 

Sources:FMPAppendixTable 29 (1957-1974), Fishery Statistics of U.S. (1975-1977), Amendment 1 Tables 
7.17 and 7.18 (1978-1988). 

1Flv•year averagewtth yearthe midpoint of the period. 

2Four-yearaverage ending In 1988. 

3From vessel permit fie; charter vessels and fishingcraft under 30 feet not included (see Table 2a). 

•77 percent are fish trap vessels. 
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Table 2a 

Number of Vessels' Permitted in the ReefFish Fishery 
ByGearType.a, 1990-1992 

Year 3Handllne Longllne Other Total 

1990 486 368 368 1,222 

1991 675 245 306 1,226 

1992 633 244 378 
-

1,255 

Average 598 286 3514 1,234 
:\a1•-1-GIA 

Source:(NMFS Permit Fie). 

'Charter vess8'sand fishingcraft Ins than 30 feet not induded. Total permits issued: 1990(1,622): 
1991(1,762); and 1992 (1,964). 

2PrfnclpaJ gear listed by permit applicant;many listed multiple gear typeS. 

3lnctudes bandit rigs and rodand reet 

•77 percent are fish trap vessels. 
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Table 3 

Ex-Vessel and Real1 Value (Thousands of Dollars} 
of Gulf Landings of Reef Fish and Red Snapper 

Reef Fish2 Red Snapper 

Year3 Ex-Vessel Real Ex-Vessel Real 

1960 3,673 3,879 2,781 2,915 _ 

1965 

1970 

5,098 

6,195 

5,247 

5,598 

3,799 

4,010 

3,911 

3,627 

1975 9,320 5,518 5,403 3,228 

1980 18,318 6,837 7,696 2,904 

1985 30,440 9,968 10,144 3,318 

19904 38,553 10,937 7,753 2,332 

""'""' ............... 

Source:(Amendment 1 Table 7.1; NMFS Statistics) 

'Real value Is ax-vassavalueadjusted for inflation by dividing the consumer index for aJI commodities 
(1967 =-100). 

21nctudes value of radsnapper. 

3Five-year average with year the midpoint of the period. 

~hree-year average ending In 1990. 
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Table 3b 

Real1 and Ex-Vessel Annual Price Per Pound 
Paid to Fishermen for Red Snapper and Other Reef Fish 

Year 

1960 

Red Snapper Price Rfff Fish Price 

R811 

$0.28 

Ex•Vtssaf 

$0.24 

R• 

$0.11 

Ex-Vessel 

$0.11 

1965 $0.29 $0.28 $0.11 $0.11 

1970 $0.39 $0.43 $0.18 - $0.18 

197!5 $0.39 $0.69 $0.20 $0.35 

1980 $0.!5!5 $1.47 $0.29 so.n 
1985 $0.81 $1.90 S0.-10 $1.23 

1990 $0.72 $2.50 so:•9 S1.70 
Pl:\&\_\_W9 

'Real value is ex-vessel value adjusted for inflation by dividing producer price index for all 
commodities (1967 • 100). 
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Table 4. Number of vessels, traps and landings from traps for Gulf of Mexico, 1978-1985. 

l.ANDINGS (1,000's pounds) 

Year Vessels Traps Groupers Snapper Other Total 
Reef FtSh 

1978 32 2,102 315 82 54 451 

1979 38 2.284 149 161 37 347 

1980* · 36 1,434 99 93 22 214 

1981 35 1,404 106 72 27 - 205 

1982 13 534 125 45 15 185 

1983 18 540 50 64 8 122 

1984 43 1,290 675 55 21 751 

1985 60 1,800 962 72 25 1,059 

Source: Amendment 1, Tables 7.13 through 7.18 

• Beginning in 1980 ftSh traps were prohibited in south Florida waters 

11:\a\aen\vesl•n\llD.lbl 
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Table 5. 1987-1988 Canvass of reef fish trap fishing vessels/boats in the Southeast Florida and Gulf of Mexico 
by NMFS port agents. 

Total Number Fishing 
of Veuel Status Vessels not 

Area Permits Active Inactive Unknown in Area 

Collier 86 22 17 11 36 

Lee 18 0 0 6 12 

Sarasota 6 0 0 2 4 

Manatee 3 0 0 3 0 

Monroe 149 9 7 70 63 
-

ECFL u 7 0 1 4 

WCFL 60 7 0 33 20 

Panama City 7 0 4 3 0 

Apalachicola 8 0 1 4 3 

Louisiana 8 0 8 0 0 

Total 357 45 37 133 142 

EC FL is the area on the east coast covering Martin. St. Lucie, and Indian River Counties. 

WC FL is the area on the west coast of Florida in Collier County around Everglades City and Naples. 

b:\a\lucf\ Trap.lb I 
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Table 6. Reef r1Sh permit information on the importance of f15h traps to fishingoperations of permittees, 
purchasing trap tags and the importance of stone crab and spiny lobster f15heries to those Florida permittees. 

Home 

IMPORTANCE OF TRAPS 1 
AVERAGE OF TAGS 

REQUESTED 

Port Year 1 2 3 4 TOTAL 1 2 3 4 

AL 1991 
1992 

1 1 20 

FL 1991 152 40 31 16 239 so 29 26 16
1992 194 38 36 23 291 so 28 23 33 

I.A 1991 2 3 2 2 9 55 17 100 35 
1992 2 1 2 5 100 10 60 

MS 1991 1 1 25 
1992 

TX 1991 1 8 i 10 10 5 20 
1992 1 1 1 3 10 10 5 

TOTAL 1991 
1992 

154 
194 

45 
41 

42 
38

19
26 

260
299

1 1 = Principal gear used by vessels, etc. 

FISHERY YEAR 

FISHERY IMPORTANCE 2 

1 2 3 4 TOTAL 

Stone Crab 1991 
1992 

60 13 10 5 88 
104 14 10 9 137 

Spiny 1991 
Lobster 1992 

10 3 9 2 24 
14 5 2 3 24 

Both Above 1991 
1992 

39 5 6 50 
48 4 2 1 55 

TOTAL 1991 
1992I I 

109 21 25 7 162 
166 23 14 13 216 

2 1= Principal fishery vessel is engaged in, etc. 

ll:\a\Reet\Perm.i1.1bl 
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Table 7. Annual Landings (Thousands of Pounds) by· Fish Trap, 
from Statlttlcal Zones (Percent In Parentheses) and Number of V111111 for 1918-1991 

YEAR VESSELS 

STATISTICAL ZONE(S)1 

TOTAL1&2 3&4 5&8 7 

1986 79 246 (27) 657 (72) 3 (0.4) 905.9 

1987 92 134 (24) 411 (75) 3 (0.5) 548.3 

1988 100 176 (26) 401 (60) 5 (0.7) 83 (12) 664.8 

1989 94 535 (44) 572 (47) 19 (2) n (6) - 1,204.3 

1990 NA 419 (42) 315 (32) 64 {6) 193 (19) 990.3 

19912 ar 1,455.0 

LANDINGS 

YEAR GROUPERSNAPPERS OTHER 4TOTAL

1986 896 83 35 1,014 

1987 617 57 62 737 

1988 698 96 83 an 

1989 782 221 233 1,236 

1990 498 202 287 987 

1991 739 184 532 1,455 

n:,a\9«'\-•IOft.111, 

'SH Figure 9 for Statistical Zones. 

2Catch by Statistical Zone not available. 

3vessels reponing landings by log book: values for other yearsfrom canvass. 

~otal not samefor totals above since it includes some landings from south of Florida Keys which areexcluded above. 
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APPENDIX B 

Public Hearing Comments 
on 

EA/RIA/Amendment 5 
to 

Reef Fish FMP 

Hearing Pages 
Key West, Florida B-2 
Naples, Florida B-6 
Crystal River, Florida B-14 
Apalachicola, Florida B-17 
Galveston, Texas B-19 
Biloxi, Mississippi B-21 
Summerdale, Alabama B-26 
Council Meeting 
- Sarasota, Florida B-30 
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ccm: 10-22-92 
DRAFT 

MINUTES 

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

REEF FISH AND MUTTON SNAPPER PUBLIC HEARING 

KEY WEST, FLORIDA 

OCTOBER 19, 1992 

ATTENDANCE: 

Philip Horn 36 Members of the Public 
Wayne Swingle were in attendance 
Camilla Moyer 

The hearing was called to order by Chairman Philip Horn at 7:05 p.m., at the American Legion Hall in Key 
West, Florida. He presented the opening statement which included the seven National Standards. The 
hearing was held to allow public comment on a proposed amendment to the federal fishing rules for reef 
fish and a proposed rule to protect spawning aggregations of mutton snapper through spawning season 
fishing closures. Written comments would be accepted until November 9, 1992, and the public were invited 
to testify before the Council on any of the proposed changes during the November 18th session of the 
Council to be held in Sarasota, Florida, beginning at 8:30 a.m. The public may again comment directly to 
the Secretary of Commerce when the proposed regulations are published. This comment period is open 
for 45 days. 

Mr. Swingle presented the details of the proposed changes. 

The public was invited to comment: 

Stephen Moore, fifth generation commercial fisherman from Davie, Florida, felt the Government was 
determined to put commercial fishermen out of business. He spoke against the elimination of fish traps and 
for retaining the status quo. He had been in the wire trap fishery for the last fourteen years, and felt this 
fishery was already heavily regulated. He stated fish trappers only accounted for 6.8 percent of the total 
snapper /grouper harvest. He contended the recreational fishery was controlling decision-making and felt 
they were responsible for much of the damage to the fishing grounds. He maintained that the survival rate 
of fish returned to the water from fish traps was very high. He noted that commercial fish trap fishermen 
were interested in preserving habitat since their livelihood depended upon it. Recreational fishermen, on 
the other hand, he described as a "subsidized predator". He felt the chief problems in the fishery were 
pollution, both from run-offs and dumping, and loss of habitat. 

Bill Parks, commercial diver (17 years) and fisherman, did not consider unfair competition to be the primary 
issue for anyone who utilized the resource. He noted that angelfish were regularly caught in fish traps and 
that traps left out for extended periods of time caused high fish mortality. Foul weather contributed to the 
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loss of many fish traps which then became ghost traps, which could survive for more than a year and 
decimate fishing grounds. He felt much of the scientific literature cited on pages 6 thorough 12 was 
incorrect. He objected to the argument that areas already heavily fished displayed increased efficiency when 
fish traps were introduced, stating there was no justification for this practice. Wave surge action and 
currents affected the condition of fish caught and retrieved from traps. Placement of traps near reef 
structures resulted in a larger take of food fish species, but also a larger amount of ornamental species, were 
often subsequently used as bait or died from decompression as traps were raised to the surface. Deep 
water fish trapping impacted previously untouched areas, which possibly had served as a stabilizing factor 
to guarantee healthy future stocks. Fish traps did not discriminate between targeted and non-targeted 
species and the trap fishery was difficult to police and enforce. After conducting tests, Mr. Parks concluded 
that mesh sizes would have to be 2.8 inches wide and 9 inches tall in order to allow an angelfish to escape, 
releasing snapper and grouper which were being targeted. 

Peter Gladding, commercial fisherman from Key West, Florida, supported Mr. Parks statements. He felt 17-
inch mutton snapper were too small (approximately two pounds) to be harvested. He supported closing 
Riley's Hump to mutton snapper fishing, but opposed closing Riley's Hump to all fishing, though he did not 
fish there himself. Many fishermen caught large yellowtail in the same area that mutton snapper spawned 
and depended on this fishing ground for their livelihood. 

Simon Stafford, stone crab and lobster commercial fisherman, asked that Council use the best information 
available before making decisions. He felt much of the information used by the Council was anecdotal 
information and not scientific information. 

Mike Laudicina, from Key West, Florida, commercial fisherman since 1969, and member of the Gulf Council's 
Spiny Lobster Advisory Panel, Florida National Marine Sanctuary Advisory Council, and the O.F.F., stated 
mutton snapper spawned all over the Keys area in small aggregations. Riley's Hump was one of the largest 
spawning areas, but not the only one. When he worked as a collector of live mutton snapper two years ago 
for the University of Miami for spawning research, they obtained fish about 12 miles to the east on a small 
reef. He had fish trapped from South Carolina to the Caribbean and opposed banning traps and requiring 
they be returned to shore after each trip. Traps were to be prohibited in the sanctuary only because they 
were prohibited outside of the sanctuary. He felt solving pollution problems should take precedence over 
gear restrictions. He felt lack of enforceability was a poor reason to consider banning traps. 

Mr. Braun, fishing guide from Big Pine Key, Florida, spoke against fish trapping, citing a statement by an 
enforcement officer at a South Atlantic Council meeting that 90 percent of traps checked were in violation 
of existing regulations. He indicated angelfish were a large part of the bycatch. 

Richard MacKinnon, from lslamorada, Florida, represented O.F.F. and was a participant in the wire fish trap 
fishery. He referred to a 1984 decision memorandum by NOAA that a ban on fish trapping in Florida would 
be in violation of the Magnuson Act. He felt the present Secretary of Commerce was exerting influence to 
force banning of fish traps. He believed enforcement in the fish trap fishery was not a real problem and few 
violations had occurred. The O.F.F. supported a 12-inch size limit on mutton snapper. He stated that 
enforcement was no reason to ban traps. He supported requiring they be returned to shore after each trip. 
He pointed out that fouled lost traps stop catching fish. 

Daniel H. Harvey, commercial tropical fisherman from Tavernier, Florida, had also done hook-and-line fishing 
and fish trapping. Gray angelfish were the most predominantly caught angelfish in fish traps and were the 
least commercially valuable. He maintained that lost fish traps disintegrated over time and lost their 
effectiveness. He felt setting the mutton snapper size limit at 12 inches would cause fish slightly undersized 
to be discarded though the trauma and embolism experienced as they were brought to the surface would 
cause them to die after release. He supported closing fishing for mutton snapper on Riley's Hump during 
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the spawning season , but opposed banning fish traps. He felt recreational fishermen were being favored 
at the expense of the commercial fishery. 

Tom Blythe, commercial fisherman of 20 years from Marathon, Florida, stressed that when the federal 
government banned fisheries in the United States, money and jobs were lost for its citizens and were 
transferred to other countries. He felt the ornamental fish industry had been responsible for the decline of 
blue and queen angelfish which were very scarce. He claimed the gray angelfish remained numerous 
because of their inferior commercial value. He favored the status quo on fish traps and had no comment 
on mutton snapper. 

Larry Meyer, a wire trap fisherman from Pompano Beach, Florida, opposed the banning of fish traps in the 
Gulf of Mexico. He did not think Riley's Hump should be closed since mutton snapper spawned in other 
areas of the Gulf and this action would harm fishermen who targeted other species (such as yellowtail) in 
this area. He indicated only fl.yo South Atlantic area fishermen moved to fish the Gulf. He felt most data 
were anecdotal and many Gulf fishermen tended their traps. 

Bill Moore, a commercial fisherman from Big Pine Key, Florida, representing Monroe County Comm. 
Fishermen, Inc., did not believe mutton snapper were overfished. He felt an SPR number should be 
assigned to the species in order to prove this contention. The mutton snapper fishery was necessary for 
Keys fishermen in order to survive summer closures for lobster and crab and he opposed the May and June 
closure off Riley's Hump. He felt mutton snapper spawned in other areas of the Gulf and supported the 
status quo. He felt fish traps were already over-regulated, especially since they comprised the smallest 
component of the fishery. He advised not relying on South Atlantic data in making management decisions 
for the Gulf of Mexico waters. He felt Florida Bay should be opened up and the stressed area line be moved 
inshore. Red grouper size limits should be lowered to 16 inches to increase and allow the quota to be 
achieved. He stated the mesh on fish traps needed to be no larger than 2-inch by 2-inch in order to catch 
fish. He felt Amendment 5 was over-reacting to a non-existent problem and the options were too restrictive. 
He indicated the illegal traps observed by the Marine Patrol officer were all being fished in illegal areas. 

Rick LaFlair, commercial fish trap fisherman, contended that fish traps in deeper waters caught no 
ornamental fish. He recommended requiring fish trappers to fish in waters 100 feet in depth or greater. He 
maintained that if fish traps were utilized according to existing regulations they should not become ghost 
traps when lost. He stated that in all his years of fishing, he had never received a violation despite being 
boarded and inspected by the Coast Guard on various occasions. He felt the Gulf Council's proposed 
amendment was more reasonable than that of the South Atlantic Council, but urged discussing and working 
out a compromise with the fish trap industry. 

Tony Lanasa, commercial fish trapper from Key West, Florida, supported closing the mutton fishery during 
the spawning season. He felt present trap enforcement was adequate. He believed discussions between 
fish trap fishermen and management could bring about successful resolutions to problems. 

·· Jerry Ward, a commercial fish trapper from Marathon, Florida, stated if the boundary line were moved further 
offshore it would be beyond the range he could successfully fish. He noted that his traps had been directly 
in the path of Hurricane Andrew and had survived the storm. His main loss of traps was from theft and if 
they were deployed properly (with jute fasteners) they would not become ghost traps. His traps had been 
inspected by the U.S.Coast Guard for jute fasteners. 

Anthony L. Iarocci, commercial fisherman, felt a limited entry system for traps needed to be implemented. 
He supported closing fisheries during spawning seasons in general. He did not believe an ITQ procedure 
would be appropriate for the Gulf area and was concerned that monopolies could occur in such a system. 
If necessary, the number of traps could be limited. He supported allowing fishing on Riley's Hump but 
prohibiting harvest of mutton snapper. 
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E. P. Worthington, Jr., representing the O.F.F. in Marathon, Florida, opposed closing Riley's Hump on the 
basis that mutton snapper were not seriously threatened and lobster and crab fishermen relied on the 
mutton snapper fishery during their closed season. He supported the 12-inch size limit for mutton snapper 
and did not believe it should be increased. Most mutton snapper caught in the inshore waters ranged 
between 14 to 18 inches. He stated that a marine sanctuary proposed for the Keys area planned to 
implement the strictest regulations of those in effect by the state of Florida, Gulf Council, and South Atlantic 
Council. He noted that fish traps were a tool, that used properly, were an effective method of harvesting 
fish. He noted 99 percent of fishermen fish traps legally. He recommended forming a species committee 
with grouper fishermen and developing a workable plan of operation. He stressed that South Atlantic waters 
differed from that of the Gulf of Mexico and management decisions should not be made based on South 
Atlantic Council data. He indicated Gulf waters were different and few traps were lost. He suggested the 
penalties for violations be increased. He felt emphasis should be on the 90 percent of Florida residents who 
ate the fish caught in Gulf waters as opposed to the 5 percent who recreationally fished these areas. 

Leo Cooper, commercial dealer from Marathon, Florida, objected to implementing more regulations in the 
mutton snapper fishery. He recommended observing results of restrictions recently placed on the South 
Atlantic fishery. He spoke against an ITQ system. He requested the Council provide a socioeconomic 
impact analyses for mutton snapper. 

Robert Sierpiejko, commercial fisherman from Geiger Key, Florida, felt recreational fishermen were given 
unfair advantages under the present management system. He believed too many fish were imported, adding 
to the trade deficit, and that these fish were not inspected properly and sometimes brought in illegally. 
Some imported fish were prone to carry infection, causing illness when consumed. He spoke in support 
of fish traps. He suggested alternating mutton snapper closures between the South Atlantic and the Gulf 
of Mexico. He felt the state of Florida management group unfairly dominated the fisheries. 

Peter Bacle, representing Stock Island Lobster Company, Key West, Florida, stated that most mutton 
snapper were caught by lobster and crab fishermen during their closed season and were an important 
source of their income. The fish houses were also dependent on this fishery. A significant drop-off of 
mutton snapper stock had been observed over a period of many years. Even though production in the 
South Atlantic had declined, 20,000 to 25,000 pounds of mutton snapper were processed by his fish house. 
The Riley's Hump area provided a stable and unchanging supply of mutton snapper. He did not support 
a closure for this area, though he suggested raising size limits for mutton snapper. 

Billy Niles, commercial fisherman from Summerland Key, Florida, opposed banning fish traps and the closure 
of Riley's Hump during the spawning season. He felt the mutton snapper fishermen (50 boats) would be 
unnecessarily deprived of their livelihood. 

Bobby Pillar, commercial fisherman from Summerland Key, Florida, representing Lower Keys Chapter of 
O.F.F., described Riley's Hump as an area of water ranging in depth from 120 to 200 feet, situated 15 to 20 
miles southwest of the fort. Many boats which fished as far as 40 miles west returned to this area for 
anchorage and to avoid being overrun by passing freighters. When boats were anchored together in this 
one area the freighters bypass these vessels. With present regulations prohibiting passing through South 
Atlantic waters with a load of mutton snapper they must travel from Riley's Hump, (often battling high winds) 
around the fort and Pulaskie light, to the new grounds, to the northwest channel before landing. The other 
route would be much shorter, passing up the reef to home. 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 10:00 P.M. 

reef\ph-kwest.min 
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ccm: 10-29-92 
DRAFT 

MINUTES 

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

REEF FISH AND MUTTON SNAPPER PUBLIC HEARING 

NAPLES, FLORIDA 

OCTOBER 20, 1992 

ATTENDANCE: 

Wayne Swingle 21 members of the public 
Camilla Moyer were in attendance 

The hearing was called to order by Mr. Wayne Swingle at 7:15 p.m., at the Naples Depot Cultural Center 
in Naples, Florida. Mr. Swingle presented the opening statement which included the seven National 
Standards. The hearing was held to allow public comment on a proposed amendment to the federal fishing 
rules for reef fish and a proposed rule to protect spawning aggregations of mutton snapper through 
spawning season fishing closures. Written comments would be accepted until November 9, 1992, and the 
public were invited to testify before the Council on any of the proposed changes during the November 18th 
session of the Council to be held in Sarasota, Florida, beginning at 8:30 a.m. The public may again 
comment directly to the Secretary of Commerce when the proposed regulations are published. This 
comment period is open for 45 days. 

Mr. Swingle presented the details of the proposed changes. 

The public was invited to comment: 

Marty Harris, commercial fish trap fisherman who fishes off Naples, Florida, felt research data was taken 
from localities outside Gulf waters, including the east coast of Florida, Jamaica, Virgin Islands, and Bermuda 
and time periods ranged from 1970 through 1983. He contended Gulf fish trappers operated over different 
types of bottom, in which coral reefs did not occur. The Gulf bottom fished by trappers consisted of 
sand/shell or rock bottom. Fish trappers had begun fishing 35 to 50 miles offshore, travelling from 100 miles 
north or south of Collier County. There were no ghost traps in this area due to the biodegradable panels 
presently in use, which would disintegrate within two weeks. He objected to increasing mesh size in fish 
traps, claiming legal fish, such as lane and vermilion snapper and useable bycatch would escape. He 
landed 20- to 25,000 pounds of these snappers annually. A 2x5-inch window would allow legal grouper to 
escape. He stated that most bycatch he had released had survived. Species regarded as trash fish by 
some, had a market among certain ethnic groups and provided additional income to fishermen. Tropical 
fish were rarely found in these localities. Fish trappers must negotiate with shrimpers for designated areas 
to lay traps. Crab traps remained on the same bottom for up to eight months, causing more environmental 
damage, while fish traps off Collier County were customarily removed every two hours and did minimal 
damage to seagrass. However, he contended that shrimp boats did considerable harm to seagrass beds. 
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He pointed out there was more bycatch taken in one shrimp trawl haul than he caught in a 10-day trip with 
traps. He recommended that all fish trappers be required to bring their traps in each day and allow the 
Marine Patrol to inspect them. He felt if permits were issued that allowance should be made for fishermen 
who had caught under the required amount to qualify due to extenuating circumstances. He felt recreational 
fishermen contributed to stock loss by inappropriate handling of released fish. He stated if grouper size 
limits were changed to 18 inches sportsmen could catch more, and commercial fishermen could meet their 
quota more quickly. This would benefit fishermen since expenses would accumulate over a shorter space 
of time and bycatch of undersized fish should also be reduced. He contended hook-and-line and bandit 
fishing were less efficient than trap fishing and was not a reasonable option for fishermen. It was expensive 
to change gear and regulations often prevented targeting other species. He suggested using jute on the 
trap door as an alternate escape route for lost traps, in addition to the blow-out panel. He supported 
conducting a three to five-year study after regulations are implemented to determine the effects of these 
actions before adopting new restrictions. 

Roger DeBruler. Jr., (see attached statement) a biologist for Mote Marine Laboratory from Englewood, 
Florida, had accompanied a crew of fish trappers on a fishing trip. He testified that great care had been 
taken to return bycatch safely to the water. Most of these fish had survived, with the exception of a few 
which had been taken by birds. Some of the fish exhibited puncture marks indicating they had been caught 
and released at a previous time. He questioned the use of data from other areas and believed information 
on a species should be generated from the location in which they live in order to be factual. 

Willette Turner, of Turner Seafood, Inc., Naples, Florida, stated that if further regulations were instituted on 
fish trapping it would force their company out of business. 

Al Pflueger, of North Miami, Florida, representing O.F.F., recommended maintaining the status quo on 
mutton snapper. He spoke against closing Riley's Hump, stating mutton snapper were not declining. He 
also recommended the status quo on fish trapping, feeling that current regulations were fair and prevented 
monopolies from forming. He opposed increasing the mesh size on traps because larger openings released 
targeted species. He indicated 2x3-inch mesh would allow 12-inch yellowtail and all lane and vermilion 
snapper to escape. He felt limiting the number of vessels in the fish trap fishery was unfair but supported 
establishing an ITQ system, since it would enable those already in the fishery to remain. He recommended 
retaining the status quo on numbers of traps (100). He stated that, as a professional fisherman, he needed 
gear in order to compete against recreational fishermen. He cited the South Atlantic Council ruling that 
commercial fishermen could only use hook-and-line gear, which was the same as allowed to recreational 
fishermen. He equated this to telling a farmer he must use a hoe in place of a tractor. 

Richard Nielsen. Jr., former commercial trap fisherman (South Atlantic) from Dania, Florida, commented that 
the Gulf Council SSC had suggested moving the stressed area inshore to five fathoms. He felt if fish stocks 
were considered to be stable enough for this action, he did not understand why removing fish traps was 
under discussion. He opposed larger mesh sizes, contending it would render traps useless. He felt fish 
surfacing in a trap rather than by hook-and-line had a better chance to survive since it was not fighting a 
hook but was swimming up. Off of Broward County a 10-month study determined that 87 percent of 
released fish (from traps) swam down. He commented that two submersible studies had been done on the 
Southeast Coast of Florida which were not mentioned in Draft Amendment 5. These ghost trap studies were 
done on extensively fished areas, one in the Dry Tortugas, and the other in the Miami area, and indicated 
very low numbers of ghost traps. He planned to bring copies of these reports to the November Council 
meeting in Sarasota, Florida. He spoke in support of jute ties. Three years ago the Regional Director of 
NMFS, Joseph Angelovic, in a memorandum, concluded prohibiting fish traps would be a violation of two 
of the National Standards in the Magnuson Act. He stressed that the Magnuson Act had not changed but 
NMFS leadership in Washington, D.C. had. He felt that difficulty of enforcement in the fishery was a phoney 
issue. He suggested regulations stating that two major fishery violations would cause a fish trap permit to 
be revoked. He felt that by setting buoys on every trap they could be easily spotted and stolen. He 

8-7 



responded to a statement on page 11 by Gordon Sharp (Florida Marine Patrol/Key West): "he found 95 
percent of the traps he has seized in areas closed to trap fishing to be constructed illegally." He asked why 
the officer expected a person fishing in a closed area would be an honest fisherman using correct 
procedures. Only one percent of reef fish landed were taken in fish traps, which was a small fishery 
comprising 87 vessels. He questioned statements such as "widespread abuses among fish trappers", stating 
there was no firm data to support this contention. NMFS documentation revealed an average of only one 
or two violations per year. He opposed closing Riley's Hump since there was no evidence that mutton 
snapper were overfished in the commercial sector. Declines in the recreational fishery could be attributed 
to the targeting of other species, such as red grouper, which were now plentiful. 

Jerry Ward, commercial fisherman from Marathon, Florida, reiterated that Gulf and Atlantic waters could not 
be compared, and that using data from the Atlantic gave an inaccurate picture of conditions in the Gulf of 
Mexico. His mate had previously accumulated 25,000 hours of diving time when working as a tropical 
fisherman. He had asked Mr. Ward to give testimony that fish traps in the Gulf were not catching tropical 
fish in significant quantities. 

Mike Bailey. commercial fisherman and fishing guide, Collier County, stated that the recreational fishery had 
spent large amounts of money on attorneys lobbying the Gulf Council. He felt insufficient time was allowed 
for previous regulation changes to take effect and that 87 fish trappers was an insufficient number to create 
widespread problems in a fishery. 

Billy Sandefur, fish house owner, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida, maintained that the most valuable mutton snapper 
was a two to four-pound fish. Increasing the size to 20-inches would eliminate the 2 to 4 pound class of 
fish. Large mutton snapper were hard to sell in the summer and he recommended maintaining the status 
quo on size limits. He opposed banning fish traps, questioning the motives for such action. He reiterated 
that fish trappers had very low numbers of violations by NMFS own records. He observed that the SSC 
comments on the proposal to move the stressed area line inshore indicated the reef fish stock was 
considered to be stable. 

John Kenny. former commercial fisherman and member of O.F.F., Pembroke Pines, Florida, supported 
statements made during this hearing. He suggested adding a second biodegradable panel on traps. He 
felt the livelihoods of commercial fishermen were under attack. He recommended the retention of the 12-
inch mutton snapper size limit, the status quo on Riley's Hump, and supported allowing each fisherman 100 
fish traps. 

Dan Olson, commercial fisherman and member of O.F.F., Lake Worth, Florida, recommended the status quo 
on fish traps, leaving Riley's Hump open, and retaining the 12-inch size limit for mutton snapper. He 
concurred with testimony from other meeting participants. 

PUBLIC HEARING ADJOURNED AT 8:52 P.M. 

reef\ph-naple. min 
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REEF FISH OBSERVATION REPORT 

By Roger OeBruler . 

The commercial fishing vessel •My 3 Ladies" left the port located in 
Naples, Collier County, Florida, at 0900 hours on March 27, 1991. MMy3 LadiesM 

- is a fifty-two foot vessel equipped for trap fishing. Her crew of three included 
Captain Marty Harris; First Mate and Cook Sam Pollard; and crewman Wi 11; am 
Oosterga. Travel time was 4.5 hours to the location of traps left from the 
previous fishing trip. The traps were left due to an engine breakdown, and the 
boat was forced to return to port. Each trap was approximately two feet wide 
by four feet long by three feet tall, and made of one inch by three inch steel 
wire mesh. The number of traps was ninty-three, but one was lost during the 
seven day soaktime (ninty-two traps were used between of March 27 and April 7). 

The traps were baited with mullet (Hugi1 cephalus} and sometimes wfth by
catch fish that were deemed usable (Table 1). The mullet seemed to work best 
in attracting the target species (Table 2). The traps were retrieved and 
deployed from the back of the boat on the cue of the captain, who was monitoring 
the bottom and the number of fish on an electronic fish finder. These traps were 
usually laid down in lines of fifteen to twenty-three along the latitude
longitude lines. The soaktimes depended on several variables; the captain, time 
it took to retrieve and deploy the traps, bottom topography, and number of fish, 
but normally ranged from three to twenty hours. The traps were rebaited during

-- - - - - -- - .. 
the retrieval. Fish that 

. 

were 
. 

caught 
-· . 

were removed-from the -trap, sorted and 
placed in a plastic container by species. After the line of traps were run, the 
fish were iced down whole in a large ice chest. The traps were then deployed 
a~ a new 1 ocation. Every two days the fish were gutted and placed on ice in 
the hold of the boat. 

Fifty-one by-catch species were caught. The air bladders on most were 
punctured. Most fish swam back under the surface; some fish floated (Table 3). 
The method used to puncture the air bladders was at the discretion of the 
crewmen; puncturing both stomachs and sides of fish was used. There is a need 
to standardize the procedure of deflating the air bladders of fish. Scars were 
observed on the stomachs of some Red Gr.ouper (£pinephe1us morio). Also, there 
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is a need for a survival/tagging study in these deeper waters. This would 
benefit both fish and fishermen. Only Red Grouper (£p;nephe7usmorjo) were found 
with roe. By-catch and undersized target fish were thrown back within two 
minutes of leaving the water. 

The fishing depth ranged from one-hundred to one-hundred-twenty feet. 
Fishing took place off of Lee, Collier, Monroe Counties (Table 4). 
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Table 1. By-catch deemed usable as bait 
from 3/27/91 to 4/6/91 

Species 

Bar jack <Caranx ~) 
Black sea bass (Centrooristis striata) 
Crab (Portynus lJL.} 
Blue runner (Caranx crysos) 
Creval jack (Caranx_h;ppos)
Flame crab (Calappa flammea) 
Jolthead porgy (Calamus bajonada) 
Lane snapper (lutianus synaqr;s)
Octopus (Octopus lJL.)
Pigfish <Orthopristis chrysoptera)
Pinfish (laqodon rhomboides) 
Sand perch (Diplectrym formosum) 
Tomate (Haemulon ayrolineatum) 
Vermillion snapper (Rhomboplites ayrorubens) 
White grunt (Haemulon plumieri) 

Table 2. Number and weights of target species 
captured from 3/27/91 to 4/7/91 

Species Number 
caught 

Weights
in lbs 

GAG (Mycterooerca microlecisl 
Gray snapper (Lytianys ariseusl 
Gray trigger <Balistes capriscys) 
Jolthead porgy (Calamus bajonada) .\ 

\ 

1 
9 

14 

176 

9 
13 

45 

167 
I 

Pigfish (Orthocristis chcvsoctera) 
Lane Snapper (Lytianys synaaris) 

/ 
816 583 

Red grouper (Egineghelys morio) 473 
Vermillion snapper (Rhomboglites ayrorubens) 130 

3220 
82 

B-11 



Table 3. Quantity and condition of by-catch species 
captured and released from 3/27/91 to 4/7/91 

Species Number 
of fish 

Condition By-catch 

Wenchmen (Pristipomoids aguilonaris) 
Vermillion snapper (Rhomboplites aurorubens) 
Smooth puffer (Lagocephalus laeviqatus) 
Remora (Echenis naucrates) 
Pinfish (Lagodon rhomboides} 
Eel worm (Myrophis punctatus} 
Lane snapper (Lutjanus synaqris) 
Bar jack (Caranx ruber) 
Tomate (Haemulon aurolineatum) 
Bucktooth parrot (Sparisoma radians) 
Southern puffer (Sphoeroides nephelus} 
Scrawled cowfish (Lactophyrs guadricornis) 
Black drum (Pogonias cromis} 
Orange filefish (Aluterus schoeofi) 
Octopus (Octopus~)
Jackknife (Eguetus lanceolatus) 
Gray snapper (Lutjanus griseus) 
Inshore lizard fish (Synodus foetens) 
Spotfin butterf1yfish (Chaetodon oce11atus) 
Nurse shark (Ginglymostoma cirratum) 
French angel (Pomacanthus ~) 
White grunt (Haemulon plumieri} 
Jolthead porgy (Calamus bajonada)
Flame crab (Calappa f1ammae) 
Creval jack (Caranx hippos) 

. Crab ( Portunus ~) 
Brown moray ee 1 ( Gymnothorax mori nga) 
Gray trigger fish (Balistes capriscus) 
Blue runner (Caranx crysos} 
Pigfish (Orthooristis chrysootera)
Planehead filefish (Monacanthys hisoidus) 
Sand perch (Diolectrum fonnosum)
Red grouper (Epinephelus ~) 

Bandtail puffer (Sphoeroides soengleri) 
Amberjack (Seriola dymerili)
Spider crab (Libinia emarginata)
Basket starfish (Astiophyton myricatum) 
Spanish lobster (Scyllarides nodifer) 
Spiny lobster (Panliarys il:SY,1) 
Spadefish (Chaetodioterys fibi:c)
Burrfish (Chilomycterus schoecfi) 
Box crab (Calappa .iD..:..l 
Fringed filefish (Monacanthys ci1iatus) 
Toadfish (Ospanus !all)
Starfish (Oreaster reticylatus)
Starfish ( 1 )
Junonia (Scaphella jynonia}
Tulip (Fasciolaris ~)
Gag (Mycterooerca mircolepis) 
Black sea bass (Centropristis striata)
Giant Hermit crab (Petrochirus diogenes)
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2 
2/6 

3 
71 
52 

2 
139/1/7 

5 
143 

7 
1/45 

78 
1 

19 
4 

5/38 
1 
6 

1/8 
4 

14 
39/9
23/4 

87 
20 

9/227
5 

97 
3 

19/7 
113 

554/27 
5/76/1753 

17 
1 

2/64 
1 

18 
s 
1 
1 
4 
4 
1 

14 
1 
1 
3 
1 
6 
3 

bait 2 
swam/bait 8 
swam 3 
swam 71 
bait 52 
dead 2 
bait/bird/swam 147 
bait 5 
bait 143 
swam 7 
bird/swam 46 
swam 78 
swam 1 
swam 19 
bait 4 
floater/swam 43 
swam 1 
swam 6 
bird/swam 9 
swam 4 
swam 14 
bait/swam 48 
bait/swam 27 

. swam 87 
bait 20 
bait/swam 236 
swam 5 
swam 97 
bait 3 
bait/swam 26 
swam 113 
bait/swam 581 
decompose/
float/swam 1834 
swam 17 , swam . 
bait/swam 66 
swam l 
eaten l S_ 
eaten 5 
swam 1 
swam l 
swam 4 
swam 4 
swam 1 
swam 14 
swam 1 
swam l 
swam 3 
swam 1 
bait 0 

swam 3 



Table 4. Latitude and Longitude numbers of the 
fishing locations between 3/27/91 to 
4/7/91. 

N2544-W8231 N2544-W8230 

N2601-W8268 N2544-W8231 

N2601-W8267 N2545-W8233 

N2601-W8264 N2544-W8232 

N2621-W8235 N2544-W8234 

N263l-W8236 N2545-W8232 

N2621-W8237 N2544-W8233 

N2605-W8244 N2545-W8235 

N2603-W8243 N2544-W8235 

N2601-W8232 N2544-W8233 

N2537-W8230 

N2535-W8238 

N2537-W8229 

N2537-W8234 

N2536-W8231 

N2539-W8229 

N2538-W8226 

N2533-W8229 

N2536-W8229 

N2538-W8230 

N2544-W8229 
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kjs: 1/5/93 

MINUTES 

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

REEF FISH PUBLIC HEARING 

CRYSTAL RIVER, FLORIDA 

OCTOBER 21, 1992 

ATTENDANCE: 

Gilmer Nix Approximately 31 Members of the Public 
Wayne Swingle were in attendance 
Kyla Seals 

The hearing was called to order by Chairman Gilmer Nix at 7:00 p.m., at the Plantation Inn and Golf Resort, 
Crystal River, Florida. He presented the opening statement which included the seven National Standards. 
The hearing was held to allow public comment on Draft Amendment 5 to the Reef Fish Fishery Management 
Plan, and a proposed rule to protect spawning aggregations of mutton snapper through spawning season 
fishing closures. Written comments would be accepted until November 9, 1992, and the public was invited 
to testify before the Council on any of the proposed changes during the November 18th session of the 
Council to be held in Sarasota, Florida beginning at 8:30 a.m. The public may again comment directly to 
the Secretary of Commerce when the proposed regulations are published. This comment period is open 
for 45 days. 

Mr. Swingle presented the details of the proposed Draft Amendment 5 to the Reef Fish Fishery Management 
Plan. 

The public was invited to comment: 

Marshall Milam, commercial fisherman from Ocala, Florida, supported the use of fish traps. He reported all 
bycatch was alive at the time of release, and the majority swam down to the bottom. He felt the majority 
of mortality was from bandit rigs, and favored an increase in the mesh size limit for fish traps. 

William Doles, Blue Channel Fisheries, Inc., Crystal River, Florida, stated he had seven red grouper vessels 
fishing with bandit rigs and all the vessels possessed fish traps which they occasionally used to fish with. 
Mr. Doles criticized data in the amendment, he felt much of the information did not apply to the Gulf of 
Mexico because it was information from 20 years ago. He felt the amendment was not distributed to the 
public in a timely manner prior to the hearings which did not allow for thorough review from the public. Mr. 
Doles stated he traveled 70 miles to the stressed area. 
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John Patrick, commercial fisherman from Williston, Florida, opposed the use of fish traps noting he fished 
from bandit rigs. He expressed concern regarding fishing mortality from lost fish traps. Mr. Patrick reported 
a loss of 26 traps in November 1991, and felt degradable hinges Qute) were not effective because a 
substantial amount of fish were killed. 

Terry Patterson, commercial fisherman from Crystal River, Florida, supported the use of fish traps noting he 
fished with fish traps. He criticized the data in the amendment stating it did not apply to the Gulf of Mexico. 
He felt the Council should conduct a current study in the Gulf of Mexico prior to implementing regulations. 
Mr. Patterson opposed changes in the mesh size because it would result in bycatch of snappers, seabass, 
and grunts escaping. He reported angelfish were rarely caught as bycatch, and occasionally gray angelfish 
were caught as a bycatch. Mr. Patterson felt ghost traps were not a problem because fishermen used 
degradable material for fasteners. He opposed moving the stressed area boundary further offshore because 
it was currently 70 miles. He favored the implementation of a limited entry for the fish trap fishery, and 
supported status quo on trap numbers which was 100. 

Milton Chambers, commercial fisherman from Hudson, Florida, supported the use of fish traps. He stated 
traps caused less mortality of undersized grouper as opposed to bandit rigs noting only one or two fish die 
each trip and that the fish swam to the bottom. He felt shrimp trawls and stone crab traps impacted the 
bottom, whereas fish traps did not. 

Jim Kofmehl, commercial fisherman from Crystal River, Florida, supported the use of fish traps. Mr. Kofmehl 
reported he was member of the Stone Crab Advisory Panel, and had been a fish trap fishermen for 
approximately 20 years. He felt fish traps caused less mortality than bandit rigs and electric reels because 
each trap was buoyed and returned to shore. He stated that he lost only one fish trap in 1991 which was 
returned by another fisherman. Mr. Kofmehl stated ghost trap fishing was minimal because the traps were 
returned to shore after each trip. He noted the jute fasteners deteriorate in a approximately two weeks 
which resulted in them being replaced. Mr. Kofmehl felt the Council should place observers on the fish trap 
vessels prior to making their decision. 

Marty Harris, commercial fisherman from Tallahassee, Florida, stated his residence was in Tallahassee; 
however, he fished out of Naples, Florida. He pointed out 2-inch by 4-inch mesh size would release all 
bycatch species such as lane and vermilion snapper, grunts, etc. Mr. Harris felt 2-inch by 5-inch escape 
windows would release six pound grouper. He stated there was virtually no fish traps lost because they 
were all returned to shore after each trip. He noted the fish traps had degradable panels, and the coral reef 
bottoms were not fished because the bottoms were low rock or mud. Mr. Harris informed he fished the 
same area as the shrimp and stone crab fishermen noting the shrimp vessels did more environmental 
damage as compared to the fish traps. Mr. Harris supported the use of fish traps, and felt they should be 
required to be returned to shore after each trip. He felt the amendment was unrelated to the Gulf of Mexico. 
He reported an observer (Mr. DeBruler, Mote Marine Laboratory) had been on his vessel and indicated 
almost all the bycatch swam down to the bottom after being punctured. Mr. Harris supported status quo 
on the number of fish traps which was 100 per vessel. He opposed moving the stressed area offshore, 
noting it would force many fishermen out of business. He stated the stone crab fishermen depended on 
the fish trap fishery as an income source for six months. Mr. Harris suggested the red grouper size limit 
be reduced to 18 inches. 

David Curtis, stone crab fisherman from Steinhatchee, Florida, stated he fished for red grouper with traps 
during the summer months and returned his traps to shore after each trip. He stated that he targeted red 
grouper on hard flat bottoms because he could not use a hook-and-line effectively on these bottoms. Mr. 
Curtis favored status quo on the use of fish traps. He felt that species other than grouper were one-third 
of the catch. He felt the proposed mesh size would allow these species to escape. Mr. Curtis felt 
enforcement of fish traps was not a problem because all the fish trap fishermen were inspected with traps 
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on board their vessels. He opposed moving the stressed area offshore, noting it would force smaller boats 
out of the business. He felt the fish traps caused minimal damage to the environment, and only a few traps 
compared to the numbers of crab and lobster traps. Mr. Curtis stated the mortality of bycatch species was 
low because most of them swam to the bottom. He favored a limited entry system for the fish trap fishery. 

Carl Page, commercial fisherman from Hudson, Florida, stated he operated a fish trap boat, and bycatch 
was used for bait or released. He reported that he returned his traps to shore after each trip. He felt the 
fish traps did not cause environmental damage to the bottoms noting that bandit rigs caused a substantial 
amount more damage. Mr. Page opposed moving the stressed area further offshore, and opposed changing 
the mesh size. He reported that he used jute on doors and lost only two or three traps because they 
puncture the air bladder on undersized fish, noting they swam to the bottom. Mr. Page felt the Council 
should conduct workshops with the fish trap fishermen prior to proposing any regulations. He stated there 
was minimal embolism mortality because the fish swam up inside the trap. 

Thomas Gaitanis, Dunnellon, Florida, supported the prohibition of the use of passive gear. He felt the 
Council should not allow an increase in traps, however, should reduce the numbers and consider a limited 
access system for the fish trap fishery. 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 8:30 P.M. 

h:\a\reef\ph-cryst.min 
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kjs: 11 /2/92 

MINUTES 

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

REEF FISH PUBLIC HEARING 

APALACHICOLA, FLORIDA 

OCTOBER 22, 1992 

ATTENDANCE: 

Roy Williams 3 members of the public 
Wayne Swingle were in attendance 
Kyla Seals 

The hearing was called to order by Mr. Wayne Swingle at 7:00 p.m., at the Apalachicola Bay Chamber of 
Commerce in Apalachicola, Florida. Mr. Swingle presented the opening statement which included the seven 
National Standards. The hearing was held to allow public comment on a proposed amendment to the 
federal fishing rules for reef fish and a proposed rule to protect spawning aggregations of mutton snapper 
through spawning season fishing closures. Written comments would be accepted until November 9, 1992, 
and the public were invited to testify before the Council on any of the proposed changes during the 
November 18th session of the Council to be held in Sarasota, Florida, beginning at 8:30 a.m. The public 
may again comment directly to the Secretary of Commerce when the proposed regulations are published. 
This comment period is open for 45 days. 

Mr. Swingle presented the details of the proposed Draft Amendment 5 to the Reef Fish Fishery Management 
Plan. 

The public was invited to comment: 

Barney Amerson, Sr., commercial fishermen, Apalachicola, Florida, felt the amendment was not specific 
enough, and would like to have special management zones for Florida similar to that for Alabama for 
building reefs. He felt it was unfair that the recreational fishermen could fish the same amount as the 
commercial fishermen, and felt that the regulations should be more equitable. He contended that the 
regulations should not be changed as frequently as in the past, noting it was difficult for people to keep up 
to date with the regulations when they were continuously being changed. 

Robert Nimmo, Captain Nimmo's Supply House, Apalachicola, Florida, felt the majority of the problems with 
the fish population were related to habitat, noting the records and charts indicated better management and 
effort in the habitat zones used off of Alabama had a great increase in fish production. He commented in 
the inshore waters, the number of places to catch reef fish were limited due to the increase in recreational 
and charter boat fishing. He felt the focus should be on increasing the population in the reef fish fishery 
with special management zones such as the ones used in Alabama. 
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Marty Harris, commercial trap fisherman, Tallahassee, Florida, who fishes off Naples, Florida, felt research 
data was taken from localities outside Gulf waters, including the east coast of Florida, Jamaica, Virgin 
Islands, and Bermuda from time periods ranging from 1970 through 1983. He recommended the Council 
obtain current data from the Mote Marine Laboratory which was currently involved in grouper research. 

Mr. Harris objected to increasing mesh size in fish traps, claiming legal fish, such as lane and vermilion 
snapper and useable bycatch would escape. He favored Option 2e, keeping the 1x2 inch and 2x2 inch 
mesh, and pointed out a 2x5 inch window would allow legal grouper to escape. He noted some species 
regarded as trash fish by some, had a market among certain ethnic groups and provided additional income 
to fishermen, and that tropical fish were rarely found in these localities. The fish trappers had to negotiate 
with the shrimp fishermen for designated areas to place their traps. Crab traps remained on the same 
bottom for up to eight months, causing more environmental damage, while fish traps off Collier County were 
customarily removed every two hours and did minimal damage to seagrass. He felt shrimp boats did 
considerable harm to seagrass beds, pointing out more bycatch was taken in one shrimp trawl haul than 
he caught in a 10-day trip with traps. 

He recommended for Option 3, that all fish trappers be required to bring their traps in each day and allow 
the Marine Patrol to inspect them. He felt if permits were issued that allowance should be made for 
fishermen who had caught under the required amount to qualify due to extenuating circumstances. He felt 
recreational fishermen contributed to stock loss by inappropriate handling of released fish. 

He urged Council to consider changing the grouper size limits to 18 inches explaining if it were increased, 
the recreational fishermen could catch more, and commercial fishermen could sooner meet their quota. This 
would benefit fishermen since expenses would accumulate over a shorter period of time and bycatch of 
undersized fish would also be reduced. He felt hook-and-line and bandit fishing were less efficient than trap 
fishing and not a reasonable option for fishermen. Changing gear and regulations was expensive, and often 
prevented targeting other species. 

Mr. Harris felt Option 4 should remain status quo, noting Gulf fish trappers operated over various types of 
bottom, in which coral reefs were not present. He had no preference on Option 5, and favored Option 6c, 
status quo, 100 traps. Mr. Harris favored the preferred option to the landing requirements which required 
all reef fish in the fishery be landed with heads and fins intact. He favored having an income requirement 
under the permit requirements, and suggested it be 75 percent of the earned income. 

PUBLIC HEARING ADJOURNED AT 9:45 P.M. 

h:\a\reef\ph-aplac.mln 
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jak: 11/25/92 
DRAFT 

MINUTES 

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

REEF FISH PUBLIC HEARING 

GALVESTON,TEXAS 

OCTOBER 26, 1992 

Attendance: 

Frank Fisher 15 Members of the Public 
Wayne Swingle were in attendance 
Julie Krebs 

The hearing was called to order by Chairman Frank Fisher at 7:00 p.m., at the Best Western Beach Front 
Inn in Galveston, Texas. He presented the opening statement which included the seven National Standards. 
The hearing was held to allow public comment on a proposed amendment to the federal fishing rules for 
reef fish. Written comments would be accepted until November 9, 1992, and the public were invited to 
testify before the Council on any of the proposed changes during the November 18th session of the Council 
to be held in Sarasota, Florida, beginning at 8:30 a.m. The public may again comment directly to the 
Secretary of Commerce when the proposed regulations are published. This comment period was open for 
45 days. 

Mr. Swingle presented the details of the proposed changes. 

The public was invited to comment: 

Richard Delaney. longtime commercial fisherman originally from Pensacola, Florida, moving his operations 
to Texas, expressed concern that trap fishermen would be forced out of work by the Council. He suggested 
a moratorium should instead be established on the trap fishermen (Option 5), limiting participation to 
professional fishermen. He opposed establishment of SMZs, and felt the Council should maintain status 
quo. He had fished the Alabama SMZ during the 1,000 pound trip limit and had not seen an increase in 
commercial vessels. As well as many other commercial fishermen, he had been in those areas since 1976 
and had constructed hundreds of reefs. He believed that with the new 2,000 pound trip limits, persons 
where unlikely to fish the Alabama areas. He favored landing of reef fish whole, however, believed that 
migratory species should be headed at sea. He also spoke in favor of status quo on permits, and 
commented that there were already too many fishermen. He suggested a hardship exemption should be 
considered. He opposed an increase in the red snapper minimum size limit. 

Jay Porter, Sr., commercial fishermen from Galveston, Texas, opposed an increase in the red snapper size 
limit. He commented that it was already too high and caused a large number of fish to die from embolism. 
He felt that the derby fishery, which occurred in 1991, was unfair, considering the backlog for federal permit 
renewals. 
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Bob Alfrey. commercial fishermen, from Hitchcock, Texas, opposed the 16-inch size limit. He suggested 
removal of the size limit for commercial fishermen, allowing landing of all fish, and raising the quota instead. 
He expressed his belief that the amendment release mortality levels were not correct, that mortality was 
much higher, and additional studies were needed. 

George Caravageli, seafood dealer, operating the Liberty Shrimp Company in Galveston, Texas. He 
commented that Texas should have been represented more fairly with additional public hearings. He 
maintained the calamity which occurred in 1991 while permits were under process, was one of the largest 
problems with the quota being reached so quickly. He contended during quota years, more red snapper 
were landed than had been recorded by NMFS and the states. He opposed trap fishing off Texas, noting, 
however.that degradable panels would allow safe fishing. There was no alternative species, targeted off 
Texas for commercial fishermen, therefore, he urged the Council to open the 1993 season by February. 

Frank Marinic, boat owner from Galveston, Texas, felt the trip limit in 1993 should be 5,000 pounds. He 
expressed concern for the use of explosives in the removal of oil and gas structures, which had killed 
thousands of reef fish. He questioned why observers from NMFS would not intervene when such deaths 
occurred. Mr. Swingle explained the observers were part of a study by NMFS on mortality off Texas. He 
noted that the Director of Minerals Management Services informed the Habitat Committee of studies 
currently underway to determine better methods of removing the structures, such as a mechanical cutter 
or cutting torch. The problem with cutting the structure was that a 15 foot clearance underwater had to be 
maintained, which risked the life of the diver cutting the structure. 

John Williams, charter boat operator from Texas City, Texas, expressed his disbelief in the Council data and 
analysis. He cited as an example that a 15 inch size limit would reach 20 percent SPR in the year 2007, and 
a 0 inch size limit would also reach a 20 percent SPR in the year 2007. He commented that inconsistent 
data such as that, caused fishermen to distrust the stock assessment analysis. He requested consideration 
of different rules for recreational and commercial fishermen, such as different size limits. If actions were 
necessary to reduce the recreational quota in 1993, he favored (in order) a higher size limit, a closed 
season, or a reduction of the bag limit. He felt the commercial fishery should maintain a 13 inch size limit 
because of higher mortality, and noted that a 2,000 pound trip limit would fill the commercial quota rapidly. 

Chris Lena. Jr., biologist in Seabrook, Texas, for the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, collected 
recreational landings data. He advised that collected data only included legal size fish. Because illegal size 
fish were required to be returned to the water, they could not be included in the data. He suggested rather 
than risking the deaths of hundreds of illegal size fish, the fish should be retained and donated to the poor. 
He recommended a bag limit of the first seven fish caught for recreational fishermen. He contended the 
release mortality was much higher than 33 percent. 

George Caravageli, believed a larger size limit would create a smaller release mortality. He noted that Texas 
allowed 7 red snapper per day, per person, or 14 on a two-day trip, all of which could be sold. He 
suggested the 1 to 2 pound sales class could be filled by imports from Mexico, which were currently $1.85 
per pound, however, a 16 inch size limit would force the market to replace all of the domestic product with 
imported product. 

Richard Delany. commented that closing of the red snapper season had forced fishermen to target other 
species such as vermilion or grouper, and in the future the Council should examine the impact on other 
species. 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 9:10 P.M. 

h :\a\reef\ph-galv3. min 
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jak: 12/11 /92 

DRAFT 

MINUTES 

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

REEF FISH PUBLIC HEARING 

BILOXI, MISSISSIPPI 

OCTOBER 28, 1992 

Attendance: 

Joe Gill 31 Members of the Public 
Wayne Swingle were in attendance 
Julie Krebs 

The hearing was called to order by Chairman Joe Gill at 7:07 p.m., at the Gulf coast Research Laboratory, 
J. L. Scott Marine Education Center and Aquarium Auditorium in Biloxi, Mississippi. He presented the 
opening statement which included the seven National Standards. The hearing was held to allow public 
comment on a proposed amendment to the federal fishing rules for reef fish. Written comments would be 
accepted until November 9, 1992, and the public were invited to testify before the Council on any of the 
proposed changes during the November 18th session of the Council to be held in Sarasota, Florida, 
beginning at 8:30 a.m. The public may again comment directly to the Secretary of Commerce when the 
proposed regulations are published. This comment period was open for 45 days. 

Mr. Swingle presented the details of the proposed changes. 

The public was invited to comment: 

Jim Twiggs, representing the Charter Boat Captains Association, approved of an increase in red snapper 
size limits above 13 inches, and reported the association would be conducting a formal poll on the subject. 
He reported numerous pleasure boats had landed illegal numbers of red snapper, with little enforcement of 
size or bag limits. 

Robert Parker, commercial fisherman for 20 years, informed that at least 300 recreational boats had been 
landing 7 red snapper per person. He objected to continued access to the fishery for the recreational 
fishermen, when the commercial fishermen had only fished for 53 days in 1992. He recommended the 
closure should apply to all fishermen. He also supported closure to all during the spawning season, and 
the proposed trip limits. 

Mark Miller, part-time charterboat fisherman, from Gautier, Louisiana, and a member of Mississippi Gulf 
Fishing Banks, Inc., supported SMZs and the use of hand-held rod and reel in the two northern zones. He 
felt the Council should have included the Mississippi fishing banks as SMZs, with a one hook restriction. 
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He noted that he had written to the Council about single hook limits on reefs in the past. He supported the 
increase in the red snapper size limit, and added that he uses a 16 inch limit on his charterboat. He had 
tagged 4,000 red snapper and believed the growth rate was 2 times higher than was indicated in the 
Amendment. The commercial effort in January, 1992 was so high on a Mississippi reef, he reported the 
average size had dropped to 14 inches. 

Jean Williams, represented Save America's Seafood Industry coalition (SASI), her statement is attached. 
She expressed concern that scientists who review applications for SMZs may be biased. 

Kay Williams, wife of a fourth generation commercial fisherman, from Pascagoula, Mississippi, contended 
that SMZs were not fair to commercial fishermen. She objected to an increase in the red snapper size limit, 
because it would only produce more waste. She supported Option 1 for permits, i.e., qualifying for 50 
percent earned income in one of three previous calendar years. She felt that commercial fishermen should 
be allowed to fish throughout the year. She also pointed out that commercial fishermen generated taxes 
that were important to the economy. 

John Lambeth, charterboat operator and sport fisherman, from Biloxi, Mississippi, had fished snapper for 
45 years. He supported prohibition of commercial fishing on artificial reefs, and therefore supported 
establishment of SMZs. He favored the landing of all reef fish with heads and fins intact, and increasing the 
red snapper size limit to 16 inches. Earned income requirements, he felt, should be necessary for 
commercial permittees. 

Ray Lenaz, recreational fisherman, from Biloxi, Mississippi, and a member of the Mississippi Gulf Coast 
Conservation Association (GCCA), which did not take a position on fish traps. He felt the current permit rule 
was best. He supported the SMZs, however felt they should be extended to include Mississippi reefs. He 
favored the use of hand-held rod and reel only, with a single hook. He supported the landing of reef fish 
with heads and fins intact, and felt the size limit could be increased to 16 inches immediately, because the 
commercial fishermen had proven in the past they would have no problem filling their quota. 

Tom Becker, charterboat fisherman, from Biloxi, Mississippi, favored enforcement of the extension of a 
longline limit further offshore. He contended that charterboat operators supported the gulf coast by bringing 
in millions of tax dollars to Mississippi. 

Doug Harrel, expressed concern that hookline people pilfer from the commercial industry. 

Pete Umdenstock, charterboat fisherman, from Gulfport, Mississippi, and a member of the Mississippi GCCA, 
noted the GCCA, which consisted of commercial and recreational fishermen, felt preservation of the resource 
was a major concern and proposed the measures by the Council would preserve the red snapper fishery. 
He also stressed his support for the increase of the size limit. 

Kenny Bahanovich, a charterboat operator, from Biloxi, Mississippi, reported the United States Coast Guard 
had not been enforcing the rules, and stated that some fish houses recorded red snapper as grouper. 

Paul Berket, suggested longlines should be moved further offshore. He favored implementation of the SMZs. 

Jean Williams, felt the commercial industry was not being treated fairly. She reported that restaurants 
continued to buy red snapper from recreational boats. She suggested a regulation for recreational fishermen 
prohibiting sales to restaurants and fish houses. She related an incident in which she had reported an illegal 
sale of red snapper to enforcement officers. 

Kenny Bahanovich, opposed limiting persons to 2,000 pound trip limits, because they would then fish the 
nearest area which happened to be the artificial reefs. 
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Kay Williams, opposed the 2,000 pound trip limit, because the trip could not be paid for if they had to go 
further offshore. 

Jean Williams, suggested that the fishery was being strongly affected by pollution, and that all fishermen 
should fight to reduce pollution in the Gulf. 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 8:25 P.M. 

h:\a\reef\ph-blx.mln 
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For the record; 

I represent the Save America's Seafood Industry CoalitionA 

The membership of S.A.S.I. has a reconunendation for Amendment 5, ~
Tear it up, Throw it out!!!! Start over with a new realist!~'-(~~ 

~-proposal. A fair and objective solution for all user groups. This ~
~

amendment is unconstitutional. s.A.S.I. strongly objects to this ~'\,_

amendment for the following reasons. The most blatant being the 

public taking of Government waters, showing legal bias towards one 

user group, the historical red snapper fishing fleet. The Federal 

Management plan, for the federal waters off the coast of Alabama, 

is a good example of the bias towards the commercial fishing 

industry. Although the charter boat industry chose to build 

artificial reefs and wrecks in federal waters, in the same manner 

that the commercial fishing industries have been doing for years, 

they now want special privileges in federal waters. The projected 

proposal restricts gear allowed on a boat, therefore the historical 

snapper boats will be eliminated and excluded from those areas. To 

restrict snapper boats in these FMP areas because of their choice 
-

of gear is preposterous. The main purpose of amendment 5, as well 

as the original proposal, seems to have a single ongoing objective, 

continued harassment to force all commercial fishermen out of 

business and out of the Gulf of Mexico. Number 7 of number 6 on 

page 5 of this projected amendment states: "To maximize net 

economic benefits from the reef fish fishery.'' In order for 

National Marine Fisheries/Gulf Coast Council to achieve that 

projected maximum income they must allow all fishermen including 

~

 ✓ 

~ 
~ 
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the commercial red snapper fleets to fish these areas. To maximize 

net income, the commercial red snapper fleet must be allowed access 

to the FMP and allowed to use their most effective fishing gear. 

Amendment 5 is perpetuated toward the continued destruction of the 

commercial fishing industry therefor this proposal is 

unconstitutional. 

We the members of the Save America's Seafood Industry 

Coalition demand a new less bias proposal. 

Signed this :J,..,S -rt..:.ayof October, 19 9 2 . 

Jean Williams 
President 
Save America's Seafood Industry Coalition 
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jak: 12/15/92 
DRAFT 

MINUTES 

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

REEF FISH PUBLIC HEARING 

SUMMERDALE, ALABAMA 

OCTOBER 29, 1992 

Attendance: 

Robert Shipp 25 Members of the Public 
Albert King were in attendance 
Vernon Minton 
Wayne Swingle 
Julie Krebs 

The hearing was called to order by Chairman Robert Shipp at 7:10 p.m., at the Baldwin County Electric 
Membership Corporation in Summerdale, Alabama. He presented the opening statement which included 
the seven National Standards. The hearing was held to allow public comment on a proposed amendment 
to the federal fishing rules for reef fish. Written comments would be accepted until November 9, 1992, and 
the public were invited to testify before the Council on any of the proposed changes during the November 
18th session of the Council to be held in Sarasota, Florida, beginning at 8:30 a.m. The public may again 
comment directly to the Secretary of Commerce when the proposed regulations are published. This 
comment period was open for 45 days. 

Mr. Swingle presented the details of the proposed changes. 

The public was invited to comment: 

Mr. Roland Walker, Sr., charterboat and commercial fisherman from Orange Beach, Alabama, presented a 
history of the construction of artificial reefs off Alabama beginning in the late 1940s, when there were no 
artificial reefs and only two small natural reef areas. He pointed out that historically, in the years through 
the late 1950s, only charter vessels or the state had placed reefs offshore. Currently, there were over 6,000 
to 7,000 small reefs, many of which were created and fished by charter vessels. He opposed increasing the 
red snapper size limit, pointing out 13 inches was perfect for one meal. He suggested that instead, a 
maximum size limit be set protecting spawners, since the larger fish tended to return to the bottom when 
released. 

Ricky Burns, representing the Orange Beach Fisherman's Association, from Orange Beach, Alabama, 
suggested that zone C of the SMZs should end at the 50 fathom curve because the charterboat fishermen 
generally did not fish past that curve. He favored establishment of the three SMZs off Alabama. He 
supported restricting the use of gear within the SMZs to three hooks with hand-held rod and reel, and the 
requirement that other prohibited gear aboard a vessel must be stored or not rigged for fishing. He objected 

B-26 



to the current permit requirements, which had been designed so that anyone could obtain a commercial 
permit. He felt permits should be limited to valid commercial fishermen. He pointed out that 90 percent of 
the charter boats in the association already utilized a 14 inch size limit, and would continue to remain one 
inch above the federal regulation. 

Gene Myers, of the Orange Beach Marina, from Orange Beach, Alabama, pointed out the importance of 
charter fishing to the Orange Beach economy. Of 70 charterboats, the majority of the boats fished red 
snapper, he informed. He felt that red snapper were more valuable economically to Orange Beach as 
recreational fish rather than as commercial fish. He supported establishing SMZs with gear restrictions. He 
pointed out that artificial reefs had helped the fishing industry, which made the Alabama area unique in the 
Gulf and recommended protecting it from overfishing. 

Kay Williams, wife of a commercial fisherman, suggested that permit requirements be modified to require 
50 percent of total income be from commercial fishing only. She opposed the size limit increase for red 
snapper, pointing out it would result in more waste from mortality of undersized fish and eliminate the market 
category for 1 to 2 pound fish. She offered that undersized fish should be landed and donated to the needy. 
She pointed out that commercially landed fish generated tax revenue from the captain and crew, fish 
houses, wholesalers, and retailers. She opposed SMZs, which were unfair to commercial fishermen, 
because they generated more recreational fishermen, impacting the resources. Limitation of gear would 
place even more hardship on the commercial fishermen. She recommended SMZs only be used for 
prohibiting fishing to everyone. 

Jean Williams, represented Save America's Seafood Industry Coalition (SASI), her statement is attached. 
She expressed concern that scientists who review applications for SMZs may be biased. 

David Walter, reefmaker from Fairhope, Alabama, informed that he had constructed 6,000 to 7,000 individual 
artificial reefs (frequently 10 reefs on each trip) in the Alabama areas, utilizing a barge. He supported 
creation of the SMZs to allow control of the harvest in the area. 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 8:13 P.M. 

H:\A\REEF\PH-ALMIN 
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For the record; 

I represent the Save America's Seafood Industry Coalition~ 

The membership of S.A.s.r. has a recommendation for Amendment 5, 

Tear it up, Throw it out!III Start over with a new realisti7(<./~ 

proposal. A fair and objective solution for all user groups. This

amendment is unconstitutional. s.A.S.I. strongly objects to this 

amendment for the following reasons. The most blatant being the 

public taking of Government waters, showing legal bias towards one 

user group, the historical red snapper fishing fleet. The Federal 

Management plan, for the federal waters off the coast of Alabama, 

is a good example of the bias towards the commercial fishing 

industry. Although the charter boat industry chose to build 

artificial reefs and wrecks in federal waters, in the same manner 

that the commercial fishing industries have been doing for years, 

they now want special privileges in federal waters. The projected 

proposal restricts• gear allowed on a boat, therefore the historical 

snapper boats will be eliminated and excluded from those areas. To 

restrict snapper boats in these FMP areas because of their choice 
. 

of gear is preposterous. The main purpose of amendment 5, as well 

as the original proposal, seems to have a single ongoing objective, 

continued harassment to force all commercial fishermen out of 

business and out of the Gulf of Mexico. Number 7 of number 6 on 

page 5 of this projected amendment states: "To maximize net 

economic benefits from the reef fish fishery." In order for 

National Marine Fisheries/Gulf Coast Council to achieve that 

projected maximum income they must allow all fishermen including 

~ , 

~
/}J . 

 ~ ~ 
~~
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the commercial red snapper fleets to fish these areas. To maximize 

net income, the commercial red snapper fleet must be allowed access 

to the FMP and allowed to use their most effective fishing gear. 

Amendment 5 is perpetuated toward the continued destruction of the 

commercial fishing industry therefor this proposal is 

unconstitutional. 

We the members of the Save America's Seafood Industry 

Coalition demand a new less bias proposal . 

Signed this .:J-fJ -ct.:.ay of October, 1992.

Jean Williams 
President 
Save America's Seafood Industry Coalition 
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llm:11/24/92 

DRAFT 

MINUTES 

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

ONE HUNDRED AND TWENTY-THIRD MEETING 

SARASOTA, FLORIDA 

NOVEMBER 18-19, 1992 

The one hundred and twenty-third meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council was called 
to order by Chairman Philip Horn at 8:30 a.m., November 18, 1992. Council members in attendance were: 

VOTING MEMBERS 

David Anthony Florida 
Jane Black Louisiana 
Julius Collins Texas 
Frank Fisher Texas 
Scott Gordon (designee for Joe Gill) Mississippi 
Philip Horn Mississippi 
James Jenkins Louisiana 
Andrew Kemmerer NMFS 
Albert King Alabama 
Vernon Minton Alabama 
Russell Nelson Florida 
Gilmer Nix Florida 
William Perret Louisiana 
L. Don Perkins Texas 
Ralph Rayburn (designee for Andrew Sansom) Texas 
Robert Shipp Alabama 
Thomas Wallin Florida 

NONVOTING MEMBERS 

Conrad Fjetland (designee for James Pulliam) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Douglas Fruge (designee for James Pulliam) U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Larry Simpson Gulf States Marine Fisheries 

Commission 
Lt Karl Moore (designee for RADM Card) U.S. Coast Guard 
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STAFF 

Wayne Swingle Executive Director 
Terrance Leary Fishery Biologist 
Tony Lamberte Economist 
Steven Atran Population Dynamics Statistician 
John Pedrick NOAA General Counsel 
Cathy Readinger Administrative Officer 
Laura Mataluni Administrative Assistant 
Kyla Seals Secretary 

OTHER PARTICIPANTS 

William Lindall, National Marine Fisheries Service, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Joe Powers, SEFC, Miami, Florida 
Chris Koenig, Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida 
Joe Clem, National Marine Fisheries Service, Washington, D.C. 
George Brumfield, Moss Point, Mississippi 
Bob Zales II, Panama City, Florida 
Larry Goins, Summerland Key, Florida 
Gene Davis, Bradenton, Florida 
David Gryzik, Bradenton, Florida 
Robert Robinson, Everglade, Florida 
Matthew Brennan, Sarasota, Florida 
Charles Mccann, Miami Beach, Florida 
Wendall Sauls, Panama City, Florida 
William Parks, Boynton Beach, Florida 
Marty Harris, Naples, Florida 
Roger DeBruler, Englewood, Florida 
Jean Williams, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Kay Williams, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Richard Nielsen Jr., Dania, Florida 
Bill Moore, Big Pine Key, Florida 
Linda Johnson, Kenner, Louisiana 
Stephen Moore, Davie, Florida 
Albert Pflueger, Miami, Florida 
Richard Nielsen Sr., Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 
Mike Bailey, Gulf Shores, Alabama 
Tom Murray, Tampa, Florida 
Ed Cummings, Sarasota, Florida 
William Dole, Crystal River, Florida 
Jerry Sansom, Melbourne, Florida 
Robert Spaeth, Madeira Beach, Florida 
Richard MacKinnon, lslamorda, Florida 
Robert Sierpiejko, Tavernier, Florida 
Wilma Anderson, Aransas Pass, Texas 
Pete Aparicio, Victoria, Texas 
Doug Blevins, Panama City Beach, Florida 
Lamar D Ogden, 
Robin O'Brien, Tampa, Florida 
Christine Parks, Boynton Beach, Florida 
Casey Fitzgerald, Florida 
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Peter Gladding, Key West, Florida 
Tom Blythe, Marathon, Florida 
Billy Sandefur, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 

o Adoption of Agenda 

The agenda was adopted with the following modifications: Due to the extensive requests for public 
testimony, defer Item IV. Proposed Committee Membership, to first item of business on Thursday 
morning; and the following additions under "Other Business": Memorandum of Understanding for the 
RecFin(SE), Proposed Council Meeting Locations for 1993. 

o Approval of Minutes 

The minutes of the Gulf Council meeting held in New Orleans, Louisiana, on September 16-17, 1992, 
were approved with the following corrections: (underlined) page eight, third paragraph, "Mr. Minton felt 
it may not be difficult to justify an economic crisis in order to protect the proposed special 
management areas." Page 36, Director's Reports, fourth sentence, "Mr. Rayburn and Dr. Rosen would 
serve as proxies on the Council to Mr. Andrew Sansom. First page, under Nonvoting Members, RADM 
Loy should be RADM Card. 

o Public Testimony 

Bob Zales II, charterboat fisherman from Panama City, Florida also representing the Destin Charterboat 
Association, they favor the preferred option: prohibit the use of fish traps. They support the Special 
Management Zones for Alabama, the two northern tracts A and B, and tract C out to 50 fathoms. They 
support adoption of Alternative Option 1: Adopt the framework measure in the FMP. For Landing 
Requirements, they support the Preferred Option: Require that all reef fish species in the fishery be 
landed with heads and fins intact with the exception that fishermen, both recreational and commercial, 
use cut bait and some of the bait used is reef fish. They suggest status quo under Permit 
Requirements, and suggest the current minimum size limit of 13 inches for red snapper be retained. 
He advised the primary reason for retention of the 13 inch size limit was that over the years in dealing 
with the management system of different species of fish, the size limit for king mackerel was proposed 
to be changed repeatedly since it was initiated in the FMP. They have argued to maintain the status 
quo and believe the reason why king mackerel has returned as prolific was because the size limit had 
not changed. They believe the current size limit on red snapper was part of the reason why red 
snapper are currently more abundant in the Gulf. This has been an unusual year in Panama City and 
Destin and the red snapper are more abundant than previous years. They suggest the size limit remain 
unchanged but if a larger size limit is implemented, they support the Council's proposal in the 
Amendment. 

Larry Goins, trap fisherman from Key West, stated the Gulf of Mexico trap fishery has always provided 
a needed supplement to the fishermen's total income especially during the summer months when stone 
crab and lobster fishing was closed. A closure of the trap fishery would cause severe economic 
problems and could be the straw that destroys the fishermen's future. He stated there were 87 active 
trap fishermen in the Gulf of Mexico, 42 use fish traps exclusively, and 45 fishermen use traps part time. 
Trap fisheries had landings that were 6.8 percent of total reef fish landings in 1991. The trap fishery 
in the Gulf of Mexico has proven itself to be a viable and sustainable part of the commercial reef fish 
fishery. Despite extensive research, fish traps have not been documented to have harmful effects 
claimed by those obsessed with their elimination. Over 1,600 reef fish permits were issued to Florida 
fishermen in 1992 and only 87 or 4.9 percent of those permit holder use fish traps. It is difficult to 
understand the fixation by certain individuals with fish traps when they are the smallest component of 
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the commercial fishery and have the least impact on overall mortality. Regarding size selection for red 
grouper, a comparison of hook-and-line with fish traps are found to be the same with no hook and 
damage to mouth or stomach. With the event of jute it provided for the release of fish. He related of 
the seven fishermen from Key West they all buoy their lines which enables them to tell where they were 
fishing. He advised other possibilities of habitat destruction were as follows: butterfish trawls, 
groundfish trawls, fish traps, grappling, anchoring, all commercial boats, recreational boats, longlines, 
shrimp trawls, crawfish traps, crab fish traps, ocean liner anchorings, headboat anchoring, divers 
collecting dead bottom, pollution with chemicals, sewage, mosquito spray, and oil, etc. He contended 
fish trappers were targeted for trying to save their traps with a grapple. 
Ms. Black asked what was the incidence of catching American red snapper in the traps. Mr. Goins 
responded they would not qualify for the red snapper program and probably caught less than two 
tenths of one percent in the last year. They do not target red snapper and the fish caught seem to be 
two to three years olds, averaging two to three pounds. 

Gene Davis, favored Option One since retention of the 20 to 15 fathom line was essential to his survival 
as a fishermen. Since the 20 fathom line was imposed, there have been more vessels sinking. The 
Coast Guard stated there was a law enforcement problem because their vessels were not large enough 
to go to the areas that trap fishermen must fish. He lost two vessels due to weather conditions. In 
November 1990 at the Tampa meeting there was a fishermen from Ft. Myers or Pine Island who was 
told there was no safety concerns as a result of the laws. In November 1991, that fishermen was lost 
at sea. He maintained the Council was implementing laws to starve the fishermen out for the last four 
years. He also favored status quo on traps. 

David Gryzik, captain longline vessel, stated the AP, SSC, and the SEP have supported the fact that 
there was no reason for most of the current laws. The red grouper stock assessment indicates it was 
not overfished and there were indications that the target SPR of 20 percent for the breeding stock has 
been reached. He reported implementation of the 20-fathom line removed approximately 60 percent 
of their working bottom. This concentrated all fishermen into a smaller area and stressed the area. 
He supported moving the line to the 15 fathom boundary since by opening the area just by 5 fathoms 
that would almost double the amount of bottom available. He also supported status quo on traps. 

Robert Robinson, Everglades City, supports status quo on fish traps and suggested moving the 
stressed area in since the original concept was to separate the sports fishermen and commercial 
fishermen. He contended there was 60 miles between the Everglades National Park and the Keys and 
there were not that many sports fishermen in that area. 

Ms. Black questioned if he fished areas were angelfish were present. Mr. Robinson responded he has 
never seen an angelfish in his traps. 

Matthew Brennan, longline fisherman, stated there was not a lot of bottom out past the 30 fathom line. 
With size limits and quotas he believed they should be allowed to fish any area. 

Charles McCann, longline fisherman, requested the Council open the longline restricted area to 15 
fathoms. He reported when it was legal he fished 80 percent of the time from 15 to 30 fathoms since 
that was were most of the bottom was. Out past the 30-fathom line the bottom was sand. He offered 
to have an observer on his vessel to prove that less than 3 percent of his catch was under 5 pounds. 

Wendall Sauls, red snapper fisherman from Panama City, Florida, did not support changing the permit 
income qualifier. He contended the rules were constantly changing without the benefit of seeing if they 
work. He supports retention of the 13-inch size limit and supports the emergency action and requests 
it be returned to Dr. Fox without change. He objected to coming to meeting after meeting to discuss 
the same problems and requested the Council finalize their decisions. 
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Dr. Kemmerer noted Mr. Sauls supported the proposed emergency rule and questioned if there was 
any rationale supporting the 5,000 pound threshold rather than 4,000, 6,000 etc. Mr. Sauls responded 
he harvested 60,000 pounds last year and was barely making a living and contended an individual 
could not make a living on 5,000 pounds. He contended the part time fishermen should be eliminated 
and recreational fishermen in both Florida and Texas can sell fish. He stated the number of permitted 
boats needs to be reduced. Dr. Nelson asked if Mr. Sauls was a directed red snapper fishermen. Mr. 
Sauls responded until this year he had never fished for anything else. He advised on an average trip 
of 7,000 to 10,000 pounds of red snapper there might be 200 pounds of other species such as croaker, 
pogie, grouper. Dr. Nelson asked how many pounds of red snapper he needed to land just to break 
even. Mr. Sauls responded this year he caught 60,000 pounds and did not make anything on it since 
the price dropped from $3.00 to $1.50. He was not making enough money to keep his boats 
operational. 

Bill Parks, commercial diver for tropical fish, member of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary 
Advisory Council, and member of the Florida Marine Life Association, he stated he first voiced his 
concern on traps in a letter to the Council dated January 1990. He referred to a letter dated November 
1, 1992 sent to the Gulf Council which explains their position and justification regarding fish traps. He 
contended the arguments were based on their knowledge of fish traps as well as the records of the 
South Atlantic Council and newspaper articles. He noted in response to tropical fish collectors voicing 
their opinions regarding traps, a number of fish trap fishermen retaliated at these hearings. Its obvious 
that such attacks are spawned by the desire to get even, shift the burden of responsibility to another 
fishery, and to try to divert the Council's attention from the issue at hand, i.e., the use of fish traps in 
the Gulf EEZ. A couple of trappers have even gone so far as to say "they have recently become 
tropical fish collectors" after which they presented largely inaccurate data and twisted hypotheses. The 
trappers testimony proves that the act of picking up a net and jumping in the water does not make 
someone a fish collector and that trappers have no concept of what their activities are doing to the 
resource. He contended most of the fish trappers and their representatives defending fish trapping in 
the Gulf are the same people who defended fish trapping in the South Atlantic. At the outset of those 
hearings the trappers denied ghost traps, the severity of violations, large bycatch, mortality in traps, 
that explosive decompression was a problem, trapping on the reefs, damaging reefs, damage to other 
fisheries, and denied that CPUE for traditional food fish was declining. He also contended they avoided 
saying that they were becoming increasingly dependent on ornamental fish bycatch. Through the 
course of the hearings in the South Atlantic all of these claims were proven false not only by the 
evidence presented by the opposition, but by the contradictory testimony of the trappers themselves 
and supporting seafood dealers. Later in the proceedings when denial no longer worked, the trap 
industry suggested several solutions involving trap limitations, escape gaps, ect. 

Mr. Parks stated the Gulf trappers are denying everything and were faced with video documentation 
filmed on the south side of Big Pine Key. Their representative, Mr. Moore, in testimony in Key West 
admitted to it's accuracy and claimed that it does not happen in the Gulf. Mr. Parks pointed out Mr. 
Moore was the same individual who defended trapping in the South Atlantic. Diver reports confirm that 
the video accurately depicts what occurs in the Gulf. Concerning ghost traps, there is video and 
written documentation of their presence in the Gulf EEZ. In addition, a number of trappers stated that 
none of the opposition dives in the deep waters of the Gulf where they trap and that there were no 
ornamentals present. He contended there was video documentation gathered in deep water outside 
of the stressed area already submitted to the Council that documents the presence of angelfish. The 
trappers also stated they rely upon grouper and snapper and that the stocks were fine. He related he 
found this interesting considering that a few weeks ago some trappers fishing in the Gulf EEZ became 
very upset when they learned that there large catches of ornamental species could no longer be 
landed. They were prohibited by the Florida Marine Life Rule. As a solution to the ornamental problem 
that does not exist, the trappers have suggested a 2 x 5 inch escape window. He contended this was 
nothing more than another placebo. They measured a small sampling of angelfish, parrotfish, cowfish, 
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and other species and found that escape windows greater than 3 x 9 inch were necessary. He 
contended the effects and results of trapping operations are offshore or under water where there was 
little enforcement. He finds it contradictory that the 1991 traps only catch report lists only two pounds 
of angelfish when several trappers have testified that "the most common angelfish we get is the gray 
angelfish". One adult gray angelfish weighs more than two pounds. There is no question that the two 
pound figure was grossly inaccurate. Fish loss to mortatlity in traps are not counted at all. He 
maintained if the trappers were successful in convincing the Council to continue using this gear type, 
many would continue to optimize their yield with no regard to the short-and longterm impacts. In the 
case of the tropical fish industry, there was absolutely no question that fish traps are a nonsustainable 
gear. He noted when the Marine Life Rule was developed, the tropical industry agreed to support 
upper size limits on angelfish. This measure was implemented to protect the reproductively mature 
individuals in order to guarantee healthy recruitment of those species. In supporting such limits they 
voluntarily gave up the most expensive specimens they harvested. 

Mr. Perret referred te Mr. Park's comments regarding lack of enforcement. Mr. Parks concurred there 
was no enforcement at the stressed area depth and distance. Mr. King asked how much area of the 
Gulf the tropical industry considered to be prime production areas. Mr. Parks responded the prime 
production area was the Florida Keys and some of the area off of Tampa and Naples. The actual 
collecting would occur out to 120 feet of water where the angelfish species were the prime target. Mr. 
King asked how many traps they observed. Mr. Parks responded it varied and depends on where they 
were diving. Mr. Parks stated they maintain that the continued use of traps and expansion in the Gulf 
would compromise the recruitment of the blue angelfish in the Keys. Mr. King questioned if they had 
biological and scientific data to validate their contention. Mr. Parks responded they only have their 
observations. 

Mr. Horn questioned if trappers harvest more angelfish than divers. Mr. Parks responded yes. Dr. 
Shipp asked how many ornamental collectors were in the Keys. Mr. Parks responded there were more 
licenses than actual working collectors. The current estimate was approximately 150 collectors which 
produced several million dollars per year. Ms. Black asked if members of the group he represented 
used chemicals for collecting purposes. Mr. Parks responded yes. Ms. Black asked how the 10-inch 
size limit was imposed. Mr. Parks responded they can not be possessed on the boat or possessed 
on land unless written documentation stating they were from a foreign country. Ms. Black questioned 
if it was a state regulation. Mr. Parks responded the Florida Marine Life Rule was implemented by the 
Florida Marine Fisheries Commission. Ms. Black asked if the Florida Marine Fisheries Commission 
imposes a minimum or maximum size limit on the trap fishery. Mr. Parks responded the trappers were 
under the same restrictions and were allowed to land up to 20 ornamental fish, can not exceed the 
angelfish size limits with no more than 5 of the 20 being angelfish, and they must be landed alive. Ms. 
Black questioned where the information was obtained that trappers were landing extensive quantities 
of the fish. Mr. Parks responded from the trappers themselves. 

Dr. Kemmerer inquired about the disposition of angelfish landed by fish trappers. Mr. Parks responded 
some fish are targeted for the ethnic markets in Miami and other used as bait. 

Marty Harris, fish trapper from Naples, Florida, stated he had a biologist from Mote Marine Laboratory 
spend 1 Odays on his boat researching bycatch, bycatch of tropical fish, and mortality of released fish. 
In the 10 day trip, he pulled 1,740 traps. He caught a total of 73 tropical fish all of which were released 
alive with the exception of two jackknives that swam for one minute before they went down. He caught 
7 parrotfish and 14 angelfish. He stated he caught one tropical for every 23 traps pulled. The area he 
covered encompassed hundreds of square miles. There were very few tropical fish landed in the Gulf 
of Mexico and the tropicals landed were usually landed in the Panhandle. One fish house in that area 
who buys the majority of the grays indicated he probably gets a total of approximately 200 pounds a 
year. He referred to data for 1989, 1990, and 1991 which indicate the majority of violations were in the 
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recreational sector and the highest incident of all violations in the commercial sector was 24 for grouper 
fishermen. He noted recreational fishermen had an average of 250 violations per year. 

Mr. Harris referred to Amendment 5 which indicated that fishermen in the Gulf of Mexico lose an 
average of five percent of traps per year. He explained the reason was that the majority of the 
fishermen buoy their traps and retrieve them on every trip. A small fraction of fishermen off the 
Tortugas do not retrieve their traps every trip since they have a minimum of 120 miles to travel carrying 
the traps. The type of fishing they do in that area was different than the rest of the Gulf of Mexico. 
Fishermen in the northern Gulf fish smaller traps and were mainly targeting red grouper. He contended 
there was no coral bottom or reefs where they fish in the Gulf of Mexico. Mr. Harris stated a 2 x 4 inch 
mesh will allow everything to escape. He noted 18 percent of his catch last year was the snapper that 
the Council would release with a 2 x 4 inch mesh and he could not give up 18 percent of his income. 
The bycatch was lane and vermillion snapper and grunts. The size limit was eight inches. He stated 
his reports from last year indicate that the pounds and numbers of fish caught over 12 inches amounts 
to one percent of lane snapper and vermillion, they were all 9, 1 O, and 11 inch fish. Escape panels 
were cut into the traps to release the fish under eight inches. He noted the fish houses in Collier 
County up to Ft. Myers rely on the finfish from fish traps. The fish house he uses had 11 longline boats 
and now has none. When the longlines were moved 120 feet, 50 percent of the boats folded. The fish 
houses have indicated if they lose all the finfish, they can not survive on five months of stone crabs. 

Mr. Harris pointed out they were the only regulated industry which must indicate what day they leave, 
what day they come in, how many pounds were caught, whole, gutted, etc. Eliminating fish trappers 
would eliminate good data collectors. He stated there were no more than 2,000 traps at any given time 
in Gulf waters. He related he caught well over 10,000 pounds but only brought approximately 4,000 
pounds to the dock because of size limitations. He also released 1,834 grouper and they all survived. 
He contended they have a very low mortality rate. The average fishermen had to travel 35 to 70 miles 
before he puts a piece of gear overboard. He referred to his observation report regarding tropicals 
which indicates no blue angels, queens, trenches, only gray angels. He stated fishermen who fish 100 
percent of the time need 100 tags. Fishermen who are not fishing the 100 traps carry extra tags in the 
event tags are lost or broken. He related at the same time he was having a survey done a survey was 
done on a longline and bandit boat. He had 43 species of bycatch caught in the traps and the bandit 
boat caught 73 species of bycatch and his mortality rate was higher because they were caught by 
hooks. Mr. Harris stated there was no fishery that trappers could change to. 

Ms. Black asked if the fish trap fishery was influenced by the mechanism that the stone crab fishery 
went through on reduction on the numbers of traps. Mr. Harris responded previously they were able 
to fish as many traps as they wanted but the majority never fished over 200 traps. They were reduced 
from 200 down to 100 traps. The fishermen off the T ortugas could really use 200 traps because of the 
type of fishery they have. Ms. Black questioned if a trap fishermen would be prone to obtain 100 trap 
tags in the event further reduction programs were instituted. Mr. Harris responded yes. Mr. Rayburn 
recalled Mr. Harris testified that if traps were forced to move further offshore there would be user 
conflicts with the longliners. Mr. Harris responded yes. Mr. Rayburn asked if there would be user 
conflict if the longline line was moved in. Mr. Harris responded no because they would then be sharing 
the same area with the fishermen they always shared with before longliners were moved out and there 
was more bottom inshore than offshore. 

Roger DeBruler, biologist, stated he would be discussing his observation trip with Marty Harris and the 
need for more information. In March 1990 he was assigned to the vessel, My Three Ladies, owned and 
operated by Marty Harris. As an observer for a bycatch and mortality study his job was to record the 
lengths, the condition, and what happened to all the fish brought onboard. On the trip the weather was 
not good with high seas, six to eight feet with 30 mile per hour winds. This made fishing and observing 
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very difficult. The crew was professional and interested in the events onboard including the study. The 
undersized and bycatch fish was very important to them since these fish would later grow up to be 
something to harvest at a later date. All the fish were returned to the water within two minutes and the 
air bladders were expelled. On the trip the catch effort of all the fish per trap was very low, 
approximately 1.5 fish per trap. During the trip he thought he would see a lot of other fishing boats 
and actually there were only five other boats observed, two sailing boats, one large shrimp trawler, and 
two commercial fishing boats anchored up with them at night. He maintained to manage the resource 
properly it was very important to have most current and geographical data. This means that the 
Council, politicians, lobbyists, and the Gulf Coast communities need to determine what the priorities 
were. After reading the proposal and the alternative options, he noticed that most of the citations were 
reports from geographical locations other than the proposed management area. He implored the 
Council to judge the facts without bias and on their own merits. 

Dr. Kemmerer asked who was the principle investigator on the study. Mr. DeBruler responded the 
principle investigator was Dr. Jim Bonsack. Mote Marine Laboratory was hired to conduct the three 
trips on the West Coast. Mr. Collins asked the mortality rate observed from fish traps. Mr. DeBruler 
responded less than one percent. Dr. Nelson asked how many traps were onboard the vessel when 
they left port. Mr. DeBruler responded they a problem on the previous trip and had to leave the traps 
in the water and returned within five days after fixing the boat and lost only one trap so they were 
fishing with 92 traps. Mr. King asked if he observed any significant difference in the fish other than the 
five mentioned as decomposed, at the first pulling of the traps which were in the water for five days. 
Mr. DeBruler responded he did not observe any difference. 

Jean Williams, representing the organization of Save America Seafood Coalition in Pascagoula, 
Mississippi, they have membership in Florida, Louisiana, Texas, Mississippi, and Alabama. She also 
had letters from consumers in Michigan. She stated the socioeconomic impact on the commercial 
fishermen is something that is being looked at with blindness. They testified at a public hearing in 
Kenner and left assuming that the snapper fishermen would get some sort of logical solution. She 
expressed her dissatisfaction with the Council. 

Mr. Simpson noted her organization represents different users. Ms. Williams related the organization 
represents snapper fishermen, purse seine boats, mullet boats, all entities. They organized to support 
their husbands who have to stay home and fish and keep the business going. 

Kay Williams, representing her husband who is a red snapper fisherman and five other red snapper 
fishermen, they support the emergency action on the red snapper endorsement. She expressed her 
dissatisfaction that the emergency action was returned to the Council for further consideration. She 
stated historical red snapper fishermen could not make a living on 5,000 pounds per year. They 
request the Council resubmit the original emergency action for the red snapper endorsement. If the 
Council does not submit the original proposal, she was requesting the Council to extend the fishing 
season. They support the committee motion allowing both vessel owner and the captain to have 
permits and endorsements. Her husband has fished on for 35 years on a vessel in which the permit 
is in the vessel owners name. If he applied for a permit because of his long history in the red snapper 
fishery, he would have qualified now he does not qualify. They request the Council to clarify loop holes 
as to qualifications for the red snapper reef permits. There are people on the advisory panel who have 
reef permits and are not commercial fishermen. They also support status quo on the red snapper 
maximum size. Dr. Goodyear stated that a fishermen can not fish selectively for size, the benefit of an 
increased size limit would be offset by increased released mortality. Increasing the size limit would 
produce more waste and eliminate the largest size of marketable snapper in the one to two pound 
category primarily sold to restaurants. The stock has increased with the 13-inch size limit and should 
remain status quo. They contend special management zones are unfair to the commercial fishermen, 
will create a baited field which would create even more recreational boats. It seems the objective is 
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to limit the number of boats not increase the number of boats in the Gulf. The historical fishermen 
have been fishing the area for 30 to 40 years and now because artificial reefs were placed in the area, 
commercial fishing is now proposed to be banned. They oppose any gear limitations. She related they 
supported status quo on fish traps. 

Richard Nielson Jr., commercial fisherman, stated he called NMFS, St. Petersburg, and received 
information for the last five years regarding total violations and fish trap violations. There was a total 
of 594 cases in the Gulf of Mexico, 19 of which were fish trap violations, 8 of the 19 were for 
nonconforming gear which could have been for escape panels, mesh size, or windows in trap. He 
believed the Council was mislead that there were all kinds of violations occurring. Two of the cases 
were for fishing after dark or fishing some one elses gear, eight violations for fishing in the stressed 
area, and one for vessel or gear identification. This reveals that if there was a serious fish trap problem 
in the Gulf of Mexico there would be more cases against fish trappers and that enforcement was 
occurring in the Gulf. The most common violation in the Gulf was size limits. There was 430 size limit 
violations in the five years and not one size limit violations on a fish trap boat. He related in Florida 
for the years 1986 through 1990, there were 13 violations for the prohibition of fish traps. From 1986 
to 1990 there were 28,632 Marine Resource violations. Mr. Nielson related that Gordon Sharp from the 
Florida Marine Patrol stated that 95 percent of the fish traps he found fished in illegal waters were 
constructed illegally. Mr. Nielson expressed his amazement that people would think a fish trap fished 
illegally would be constructed properly. He contended the 95 percent figure was off the top of Mr. 
Sharp's head and was only his opinion with no supporting documentation. He found it interesting that 
the Coast Guard approved the SMZ's off Alabama and yet the Coast Guard could not enforce fish traps 
offshore. Mr. Nielson related he has attended public hearings where there were four fishermen 
supporting fish traps and literally 200 to 300 fishermen against fish traps and because of the Magnuson 
Act the Council could not ban fish traps. At the last series of public hearings in Florida, only five 
people spoke against fish traps. He related they collected 6,800 signed form letters from consumers 
in the southeast Florida area in support of fish traps. He contended the public hearings and the form 
letters do not back up the theory that people were against fish traps. 

Mr. Nielson related biologists researched mortality from fish traps and preliminary reports indicate that 
out of a total of 1,772 released fish, 1,396 - 78.8 percent were classified as swimmers. There were 745 
fish captured in 127 fish trap hauls from depths ranging from 20 to 140 feet. They brought them in and 
put them in a 475 gallon holding tank and 80 percent of the fish survived and were observed to initiate 
feed activity. 

Dr. Kemmerer stated enforcement was a major concern and questioned if there were suggestions for 
improving enforcement. Mr. Nielson suggested that all fishermen fishing fish traps be permitted and 
tie retention of the permit to violations. These should be major violations, i.e., not having escape 
windows in traps, not having the proper panel and things of that nature. Mr. Nielson indicated he was 
currently not fishing the Gulf and advised that he was the one who use to fish in the South Atlantic, that 
is currently contemplating moving to the Gulf. Three or four boats have previously moved over from 
the South Atlantic to the Gulf. Dr. Kemmerer stated there was an increase in permits from 1991 to 1992 
from 87 to 96 permits whether due from South Atlantic fishermen moving over or not. Mr. Nielson 
stated it was a current practice for commercial fishermen to obtain any permit that they qualify for. 

Bill Moore, Big Pine Key, Florida, representing the Monroe County Commercial Fishermen Inc., some 
of the fishermen members use traps during the closed crab and crawfish season during the summer 
months and fish out of Florida Bay north of Key West and Marathon. Some others fish with traps on 
a westerly quadrant of the Dry Tortugas. He referred to a trap that he brought which was 
representative of both areas. The trap was fished several times a day for red grouper in the Florida 
Bay area or left for three to four days in the deeper waters of the Tortugas. They use two buoys since 
they fish in strong currents. There was four two inch escape gaps and any larger escape gaps would 
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take the grunts and yellow tails away. He handed out jute for Council members to observe noting it 
was used on both the hinge side and the fastener side of the trap. He contended jute does not last 
as long as the studies claim and they change it after a one week trip. The Monroe County commercial 
fishermen support alternative Option One - status quo as did the Reef Fish Advisory Panel. He noted 
Dr. Bonsack's report states that mesh sizes smaller or larger than industry causes the catches to be 
much less than industry accepted sizes of 1 x 2, 1 1 /2 x 1 1 /2 hexagonal or chicken wire. They 
requested the Council consider moving the stress line in closer because the AP, SSC, and stock 
assessment panels stated that the line brought in closer would not adversely effect the stocks of 
grouper and that no scientific data existed to justify not allowing this. He stated red grouper were not 
overfished with a 40 percent SSR and the Council only requires 20 percent. There was no need for 
a stressed area line. He stated no problems exist with fish traps and it was only an allocation and 
social problem. Traps were already overregulated particularly since they are the smallest component 
of the fishery and the Gulf bycatch is small. 

Dr. Kemmerer asked if he retrieved his traps daily. Mr. Moore responded when he fishes the Tortugas 
area he brought his traps in. He explained he fished 100 traps and had a large boat. Ms. Black asked 
if Mr. Moore was familiar with the proposals regarding mutton snapper in the Riley's Hump area. Mr. 
Moore responded he testified regarding Riley's Hump in Key West. He contended Riley's Hump was 
not the only place that mutton snapper aggregate. He stated when he fished that area he fished for 
grouper, porgies, and hogfish. Their trips lasted 16 days and averaged 1,700 pounds per day. 

Linda Johnson, Do You Care Coalition of Commercial Fishermen, Kenner, Louisiana, representing 
historical dependent commercial fishermen, stated they are running out of money and time and their 
information is redundant. She related they have tracked five boats from 1989 who are historical 
dependents on red snapper. In 1991 the five vessels dropped one percent but fished four less months, 
on the total harvest of the entire Gulf of Mexico. They caught only eight percent of the entire Gulf 
landings in 53 days in January and February and does not include the emergency action. She related 
on the 53 days that the season was open the boats did not fish 53 days. Her husband's boat landed 
22,660 pounds in 1 Odays of fishing. She noted 80 to 90 percent of their total gross income came from 
the harvesting of red snapper until 1992. In 1990 if 5,000 pounds were landed it equated to $15,000 
of gross receipts. In 1991 the same fish were only worth $1.85 mean average which produced gross 
receipts of $9,250. Ms. Johnson maintained the social impact was more to the historical dependent. 
She could support a 5,000 pound qualifier two of the last three years. She maintained the snapper 
were in abundance· and it was the commercial harvesters which were declining. They oppose any 
special management zones that would restrict any gear in any area of the Gulf of Mexico. 

Ms. Black asked how many dollars were needed in a year to survive. Ms. Johnson responded a true 
commercial harvester needs $200,000 gross receipts. Ms. Black noted the Council was advised that 
there was no break in the data to determine those who catch small amounts of red snapper and those 
who catch greater amounts which leaves a block of fishermen who would probably land a couple of 
thousand pounds in a year. She questioned if their were any recommendations Ms. Johnson could 
make to adjust for this. Ms. Johnson responded she could support giving the small qualifiers who land 
under 2,000 pounds, a 100 pound trip limit and those catching 2,500 to 5,000 pounds, a 400 pound 
trip limit if there was any way to enforce it. She stated her main concern was for the historical 
dependents. Ms. Black questioned if Ms. Johnson would object to averaging the amounts to reach the 
5,000 pounds if a vessel had 6,000 pounds in one of the three previous years and 4,500 pounds in one 
of the previous years. Ms. Johnson responded the dollar figure would be too ludicrous to argue over. 

Dr. Anthony noted the emergency rule was returned to the Council for reconsideration and one of the 
points of contention was the 5,000 pound criteria, and questioned why the 5,000 pound figure should 
be supported. Ms. Johnson responded a fishermen who has not harvested 5,000 pounds was not 
dependent on red snapper. She noted 5,000 pounds was an arbitrary figure because there was not 
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a direct slope on Ed Burgess's graph however, the graph did not indicate the harvesters of over 10,000 
pounds which was where the break off point is. Mr. Rayburn asked how many vessels were in the Do 
You Care Coalition. Ms. Johnson responded there were 166 members but some are spouses. There 
were only 60 vessels. Mr. Rayburn recalled in prior testimony Ms. Johnson indicated that if it takes to 
long to establish some type of procedure to balance the harvest for a longer period of time, she would 
prefer to allow the derby fishing begin on January 1. Ms. Johnson responded she really did not want 
a derby fishery and was not impressed with the poundage on the trip sheets and the price column is 
what dictates their lives. Mr. Rayburn questioned if was possible to collectively give notice to dealers 
that fish would be bought only during certain times. Ms. Johnson responded it was illegal to 
manipulate the market. 

Stephen Moore, commercial trap fisherman from Davie, Florida and fishing out of Key West, stated he 
previously testified in Key West and maintains that the effort to ban fish traps in the Gulf was a social 
and political issue not a fisheries management issue based on sound science. The biology does not 
support further restrictions on fish traps and is not an overfishing issue. The gear type accounts for 
less than seven percent of the total in the snapper-grouper fishery. It was also not a conflict issue 
since where they fish in the Gulf there are other boats operating and the boats communicate. He 
contended the GCCA and the FCA and outdoor writers in the press have been misleading the public 
and they have their own political agenda. The truth was that a good commercial fishermen was a good 
ecologist and do not want to fish themselves out of a living. Fish traps are one of the most regulated 
gear types. A legally constructed fish trap will not ghost fish when lost. Current regulations were 
designed to prevent this occurring. He maintained any traps connected with the stories about ghost 
fishing were illegal traps. The great majority of commercial fishermen are honest, capable, law abiding 
citizens who work very hard in a tough and dangerous occupation to support their families and feed 
the American nonfishing public. He recommends status quo on fish traps. 

Albert Pflueger, commercial fisherman and member of Organized Fishermen of Florida, questioned if 
there was a spawning stock ratio on red grouper. Mr. Horn responded it was approximately 40 
percent. Mr. Pflueger questioned if there was a spawning stock ratio on mutton snapper. Mr. Horn 
responded there presently was not. Mr. Pflueger questioned how a closed season for mutton snapper 
could be proposed without a spawning stock ratio. He noted the spawning stock ratio in the Atlantic 
was 30 percent for overfishing and it was 35 percent and it was closed and he questioned the 
reasoning. He pointed out mutton snapper was the most wide ranged snapper in Florida. He 
supports status quo on mutton snapper and fish traps. 

Richard Nielsen, Sr., previous trap fisherman in the South Atlantic from Ft. Lauderdale, Florida, stated 
he had a permit for fish traps for the Gulf of Mexico but has not used his tags. He feels his civil rights 
have been violated with the elimination of trap fishing by the South Atlantic Council. He related he had 
to sell his home to pay for his vessel. He related they have started litigation against the Secretary of 
Commerce and a small group of fishermen, associated dealers, and suppliers have invested 
considerable funds in this pursuit. He referred to the litigation noting the major point was that they 
were holding Dr. Fox, individually and as the Assistant Administrator responsible for a conspiracy 
against the fish trap fishermen. Their lawyer advised the federal government moved to dismiss Dr. Fox 
as to his individual civil rights liability for discriminating against commercial fishermen and they also 
attempted to keep him from having to produce the document left out of the administrative record. They 
filed pleading to keep Dr. Fox from being disposed and to keep new documents from being included 
into the administrative record. Their lawyer stated the federal government lost on all of the motions. 
Dr. Fox is in the action individually with personal liability and his deposition in Washington was 
scheduled and the documents he has been ordered to produced can be used to supplement the 
administrative record. Dr. Fox evoked executive privilege on many of the questions raised. He 
questioned how the Gulf Council could address another prohibition on fish traps with this litigation 
pending. He referred to a letter addressed to Dr. Fox requesting information regarding possible 
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financial assistance from federal agencies for fishermen displaced from traditional fisheries as a result 
of management plans implemented by NMFS. Dr. Fox responded NMFS has no authority to provide 
compensation to fishermen for that purpose and know of no plans to provide such authority and were 
unaware of any federal funds available for retraining such fishermen. Dr. Fox stated they would refer 
the letter to the Economic Adjustment Division, Economic Development Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Nielsen stated they participated and encouraged research on fish traps. They had biologists from 
the Southeast Laboratory as observers on their boats. He stated if the Council prohibits fish traps they 
would be in violation of National Standard 2 which provides that all conservation and management 
measures shall be based on the best scientific information available, National Standard 4 provides that 
conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between residents of different states 
and provides that if it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among various U.S. 
fishermen, such allocations must be fair and equitable to all such fishermen, reasonably calculated to 
promote conservation and carried out in such a manner that no particular individual, corporation, or 
other entity acquires an excessive share of such privilege. National Standard 5 provides that 
conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, promote efficiency in the utilization 
of fishery resources. He supports the Magnuson Act and contends that the South Atlantic Council was 
dominated by sport fishermen. Mr. Nielsen stated the current regulations of 100 fish trap limit in 
conjunction with size limits on snapper and grouper has already placed a tremendous burden on the 
trap fishermen in the Gulf. He recommends status quo on fish traps. 

Dr. Kemmerer advised he was not responding to some of Mr. Nielsen comments since litigation was 
pending. 

Mike Bailey, fishing guide and commercial fisherman from Naples, Florida, stated statistics do not 
support any cause for the meeting. He advised the FCA raised over $45,000 dollars a few nights ago 
and 90 percent of that sum went to lobbyists and politicians. 

Tom Murray, represented the Seafood Consumers and Producers Association of Tampa, Florida, as 
well as concerned producers of reef fish of Monroe County Commercial Fishermen's Association, and 
a number of sponsors of seafood consumers and producers who have an active interest in the reef fish 
fishery of western central Florida. They were concerned having sponsors that produce 80 to 90 
percent of all the grouper produced on the west coast of Florida. Their concerns were with the 
scientific adequacy of the proposals and the fairness of the process. He concluded there was no 
scientific basis for prohibiting the use of fish traps in the Gulf EEZ. The draft amendment identifies the 
background problems requiring plan amendment. He noted the draft amendment states "fish traps 
have always been a controversial issue. Opponents have charged traps are nonselective, frequently 
cause environmental damage, some fishermen consider traps as unfair competition. Opponents also 
raise concerns over the enforceability of limitations". Since he became involved in the fish trap issue 
in the late 1970's there has been a lot of new information generated. The draft amendment has 
background material principally from the east coast which suggests that the conclusions or problems 
were not consistent with the bulk of the science. He thought it was ironic that the draft amendment 
text appears to contradict the problem statement. He noted NMFS internal reviews seem to question 
the scientific basis for the regulations. 

Mr. Murray concluded that wire fish have been a controversy since the late 1970's whether or not it is 
a problem upon which to build a fishery management plan could be argumentative. The injury and 
mortality of bycatch of fish traps cited on page nine, "the most recent and complete studies of the 
subject indicate mortality rates of 2.9 percent according to Sutherland and Harper (1983)". Dr. 
Bohnsack recently completed a document which suggests that 2.2 percent mortality was associated 
with wire fish trapping. This might be compared to the estimated hook release mortality of undersized 
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reef fish used by the SSC of 33 percent. There have been numerous studies of observation over the 
south Florida trap fishing grounds with little apparent damage associated with the use of traps to coral 
and live bottom areas. Perhaps of some significance in these areas to habitat destruction is the 
approximately 180,00 recreational boats that fish from Pinellas to Monroe County. He stated the 
majority of the Gulf fishery involves insignificant trap losses according to Taylor and McMichael's 
Report. The principal fishery target was red grouper which was not overfished. The NMFS stock 
assessment, Goodyear and Schirripa, and the Reef Fish Stock Assessment Panel, October 1991, and 
the SSC all concluded red grouper was well in excess of the Council's stated goal for spawning 
potential ratio. The best estimates available depending on the release mortality rate assumed are 30 
to 39 percent SPA. This resource is underutilized. 

Mr. Murray stated they support Alternative Option 1, Status Quo, to retain current trap rules. Traps are 
already prohibited in many areas subject to a moratorium on additional permits, and otherwise tightly 
controlled by design, marking standards, 100 percent logbook requirements, etc. They support inshore 
movement of the stressed area, stressed area being a fish trap area. They recommend movement of 
the stressed area line to 5 fathoms and renaming of the line to indicate it was a fish trap line. They also 
recommend inshore movement of the longline buoy area boundary to 15 fathoms. He stated they were 
not requesting removal of the longline line although extensive review suggests perhaps there was no 
scientific basis for its institution. Given the recent stock assessment they contend the Council should 
consider these improvements in the overall management regime with an eye toward removal of 
unnecessary, unjustified regulations. More optimal use of the resource through a decrease in minimum 
size for red grouper and an increase in the quota per the recommendations of the SSC last year. It 
seems based upon recent information provided by NMFS, that there may be a line of demarkation 
which needs to be adjusted. The figures suggest the length frequency relationship between the size 
of the fish caught in inches and the depth of which it is caught. Fish from oto 5 fathoms have a mean 
size of 18 inches, a median of 14 inches and a mode, or the most common number, of 15 inches. 
Beyond 5 fathoms, the average size was 26 inches, a median of 22 inches, and the most common size 
of 25 inches. If lines of demarkation are to be set, stressed areas, it should be at the 5-fathom line. 
He noted most of the fishing activity was inside of 30 feet and 1 O percent of the recreational fishing 
activity in the Gulf of Mexico occurs outside of state waters. Data suggests that the fishing problems 
are inside problems. They feel that based upon best available information and comments that status 
quo should be supported for fish traps and their other recommendations for the stressed area and 
buoy line be accepted. 

Ed Cummings, commercial fisherman from Cortez, Florida, requested the longline boundary be moved 
in. He noted the current boundary at the 29 line required going 100 miles offshore to fish, 28 line was 
40 miles offshore, 27 line was 45 miles offshore, etc. They need the inshore bottom and all the boats 
are concentrated. 

William Doles, grouper fisherman from Crystal River, supports continuation of status quo and would 
like to see the line moved into the 5-fathom line. He supports all the recommendations submitted by 
Marty Harris. He stated he is one of the largest holders of fish trap licenses and was not notified of 
the public hearing in Crystal River. The day before the public hearing he was advised of the meeting 
by a fish house. At the hearing he obtained a copy of the amendment but did not have sufficient time 
to review the document and comment. He requested that valid permit holders be notified at least 30 
days prior to the date of such meetings. Mr. Doles also requested copies of the minutes of such 
meeting should be made available to all of the attendees. 

Jerry Sansom, Executive Director of Organized Fishermen of Florida, stated the fish trap fishery was 
a relatively insignificant fishery. The gear was one of the most selective gears. He referred to Draft 
Amendment 5, page 12, and hoped that the Gulf Council does not choose to ban fish traps just 
because the South Atlantic Council has banned them. He questioned the statement of "wide spread 

B-42 



abuses of the regulations gove_rning the use of fish traps" noted in the Amendment. The fact was there 
were very few violations of fish trap regulations. He referred to Officer Sharpe's comment regarding 
95 percent of fish traps in illegal areas used illegal gear. He stated that the same standards should be 
applied to fish traps, hook and line, longline, and any other gear with regard to bycatch, release 
mortality, selectivity, or any other criteria. They support moving in the longline area since it was 
biologically appropriate. They also support the emergency regulations concerning red snapper. 

Ms. Black asked if Organized Fishermen of Florida had a position on special management zones. Mr. 
Sansom responded they do not believe that special management zones were appropriate means of 
managing the resource. He did not believe the Coast Guard would be able to enforce special 
management zones. The federal requirements for artificial reefs require they be nonexclusive. Mr. 
Wallin questioned Off's position on landing requirements. Mr. Sansom responded they need to be 
able to head and core amberjack. 

Bob Spaeth, Southern Offshore Fishing Association, Madeira Beach, Florida, stated the stock 
assessment panel, socioeconomic panel, and the advisory panel have indicated there was no problem 
or an abundant stock or could not justify the longline boundary. He contended there was no reason 
for maintaining the longline 20 fathom ban. In 1989 the longline fleet proposed a 15-fathom line to 
accommodate the unproven fears of people who imagine damage caused by longlines. In 1989 
Richard Kitel collected signatures from captains and boats in Florida stating that the conflict of 
fishermen in the Gulf of Mexico was nonexistent. He demonstrated relative differences of an anchor 
and a longline and proposed longlines should not be restricted with the rationale that they cause 
damage otherwise, Florida should enact legislation that only drift fishing was allowed in state waters. 

Mr. Spaeth stated all red grouper were born female and they have a tremendous spawning potential 
ratio. He referred to data collected by a recreational fisherman who caught and returned one red 
grouper four times which indicates an extremely good survival rate. The habitat for grouper was hard 
bottom and the fishermen need this bottom to make it a viable commercial fishery. SOFA supports 
status quo for fish traps. They also do not support special management zones. They request that 
heads and fins be allowed to be landed intact. They have no problem with the permit requirements 
and support the Louisiana constituency on red snapper. He presented a package of red groupers 
which were brought to the SOFA clubhouse by a lady who bought them at a Winn Dixie supermarket. 
The fish weigh 1.45 pounds and were priced at $2.31. He stated there was a 20-inch size limit and 
questioned how the American fishermen were to compete when there was no regulations on imports. 

Dr. Nelson asked how long a typical longline set was. Mr. Spaeth responded approximately five miles. 
Ms. Black questioned if some of the angelfish reported could be imported. Mr. Spaeth responded it 
was a possibility. 

Mr. Swingle read letters from Shirley Morgan and from Gloria Pierce of Capri Fisheries from Naples, 
Florida (attached). 

Richard MacKinnon, President Middle Upper Keys Organized Fishermen of Florida, a lobster fisherman 
and former South Atlantic fish trapper. In his opinion inept, dishonest, and illegal fishery management 
has removed him from a viable healthy fishery and forced him into the crowded and overcapitalized 
lobster industry where he was struggling to make a living. He requested the Gulf Council not repeat 
the management rules enacted in the South Atlantic. The Reef Fish Advisory Panel recommended no 
change in the existing regulations by a vote of nine to one. The AP noted that most of the information 
regarding fish traps were germane to the fishery in the South Atlantic and that the trap fishery in the 
Gulf was different from the Atlantic side. They also noted the trap fishery was a small fishery and 
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potential harm to the bottom habitat for overfished stocks is not a major concern. Concerns have been 
raised over fish traps catching juvenile undersized fish. At the September 1992 meeting of the SSC 
they found "the percentage of undersized fish is the same for all gear types". He noted fish traps were 
known to primarily catch red grouper. In October 1991, the Stock Assessment Panel stated "red 
grouper are not overfished". They found the SPA was 30 percent if it was assumed that two thirds of 
all released fish die. The SPA would become 36 percent if it was assumed that only one third of all 
released fish die. The Council stated goal was 20 percent. Red grouper were not only underfished, 
they were an underutilized resource. The Stock Assessment Panel stated that the yield per recruit 
could be increased by decreasing the minimum size from 20 inches to 16 inches. 

He referred to the summary of the October 1992 Law Enforcement Advisory Panel noting they cited 
problems with trap construction, lack of a degradable panel, traps can not be inspected while in the 
water, ghost fishing, and a bycatch mortality from decompression. The rules regarding biodegradable 
panels were not forced on the industry by the Council but were recommended by the fishermen. The 
current rules were in their own best self interest. He contended traps can be inspected while in the 
water since they were buoyed. He noted numerous studies have been conducted and no significant 
ghost fishing problem associated with fish traps was found. All fish caught by all the gear types suffer 
the same ill effects from being brought to the surface. The wire trap fish have an advantage of not 
having a sharp hook in their eye, mouth, gill, and they are not poisoned by chemicals. The Law 
Enforcement Panel recommended the Council wait to see what rules Florida adopts concerning mutton 
snapper so that compatible regulations can be implemented. 

Robert Sierpiejko, trap fisherman out of Key West, Florida who transferred from the Atlantic to the Gulf 
when the South Atlantic Council closed the fishery. He stated the trap fishery was a viable fishery. He 
feels he represents consumers since his traps produce an extremely fresh high quality product. He 
believed the problem was reallocation and maintained certain sport fishing groups want to dominate 
the fishery. The press was biased against commercial fishermen. He maintained the less expensive 
species were underutilized. 

Mr. Wallin asked if he fished the Tortugas. Mr. Sierpiejko responded yes. 

Wilma Anderson, Executive Director Texas Shrimp Association (TSA), Aransas Pass, Texas addressed 
the Council (statement attached). She stated the TSA would oppose any special management zones 
off Alabama since this would begin a process that would have no end. Mississippi, Louisiana, and 
Texas all have tremendous oil and gas platforms. The shrimp industry has been forced out of foreign 
waters and are concentrated into a small area since they gave up trawlable bottom to the oil and gas 
companies. They feel special management zones are detrimental and in violation of the Magnuson Act. 

Mr. Collins questioned if the TSA would support the concept of using brown shrimp as the dominant 
species. Ms. Anderson responded brown shrimp was the dominant species and they feel the Council 
has the option to take the lesser specie of white shrimp which was in the middle. 

Pete Aparicio, President of the Texas Shrimp Association, Victoria, Texas, requested his testimony 
included in the minutes of the September 1992 Council meeting be corrected as follows, page 10, 5th 
paragraph, (changes underlined): Dr. Kemmerer questioned whether Mr. Aparicio supported a non
revokable permit. Mr. Aparicio responded he did not support a permanent system. He advised it was 
important for the minutes to reflect the correct testimony as it sets the tone and position of an 
individual and their associations. 

Doug Blevins, Panama City Boatman Association, addressed the Council (statement attached). He 
expressed his concern regarding statements that the Council will listen to the public's testimony but 
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that the Council has already made a decision. The public has expended a lot of effort to attend and 
testify on their behalf and the Council has a responsibility to listen and review all scientific information, 
public comment, committee and panel reports before any decision was reached. 

Lamar Dogden, fish trap fisherman, stated the Council should consider all the public testimony. 

Robin O'Brien, delivered Captain Fernand Braun's presentation who was unable to attend. Captain 
Braun over the past 18 years has been a restaurant and fish house owner, commercial fisherman and 
was currently a fishing guide. He stated he knew the Keys before the fish trap fishery began and has 
subsequently witnessed the considerable damage they have created. Most people think the fish trap 
controversy is a result of a conflict between recreational and commercial fishermen. Actually the 
conflict is inside the fishing industry. The best proof is that the people fighting fish traps most 
vigorously are commercial fisherman. They are concerned about their future and with good reason. 
Anywhere in the world where fish traps were used, fisheries were destroyed. Fish trappers are the kind 
of people that give a bad name to commercial fishermen. All of the fish traps suNeys performed by 
scientific organizations reveal a high degree of bycatch, as much as 54 percent in a Taylor and 
McMichael 1983 study. Tropical fish, nonfood fish, undersized juvenile grouper and snapper hawled 
by fish traps are killed by the millions, victims of explosive decompression. Adding to the bycatch 
mortality, many traps are lost in great number and become ghost traps. Escape panels tied up with 
jute will last at least three months before disintegrating and during that time a multitude of fish will 
perish. However, in many cases escape panels are tied up with illegal, nondegradable material. A 
conseNative assumption of the killing time of these ghost traps can be no less than several years thus 
causing a phenomenal extermination of reef fish and additional impact on the overstressed Gulf 
fisheries. During a South Atlantic Council meeting in Key West, in 1990 a Florida Marine Patrol Officer 
stated that 90 percent of the fish traps inspected were illegal. One of the most common violations was 
escape panels secured with a stainless clip. Problems involved with wire mesh fish traps are not 
limited to fish stocks. Wire fish traps are set in trawl lines and retrieved by dragging heavy hooks along 
the bottom of the oceans, several hours every day for every boat. Trap retrieval methods destroy fish 
habitat, live bottom, and coral in huge quantities. Trawl lines are hidden from law enforcement 
agencies making any control totally impossible. All problems encountered with fish traps in the South 
Atlantic also apply to the Gulf of Mexico since these waters share the same species and same habitat. 
The only difference he finds between the Gulf and the Atlantic was that the area in the Gulf passed the 
stressed zone is never patrolled by NMFS or the Marine Patrol because it is to far offshore. In the Gulf, 
violators would have a free hand to destroy the resources without being disturbed. Last month he 
pulled two ghost traps from the bottom of the ocean and filmed the process. The film will show many 
aspects of the deadly efficiency of wire fish traps. The use of wire fish traps degrades both the Gulf 
fishery and the habitat which the fish depend on. In the best interest of fisheries management, 
resource and conseNation, the Gulf Council should adopt a uniform regulation with the South Atlantic 
to facilitate enforcement. 

Christine Parks, commercial tropical fisherman, referred to letters from Don DeMaria to Bill Parks 
concerning fish traps in the South Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico EEZ. She advised Mr. DeMaria has 
been a member of the Reef Fish Advisory Panel for a number of years. From the October 31, 1992 
letter she read the following "reference was made in your fax to several fish trappers that claim that the 
Gulf was different from the Atlantic. The bottom does tend to be flat like the area outside 100 feet in 
the Atlantic where the majority of fish trapping was conducted. In other words, the area that was 
legally opened to fish trapping in the Atlantic was not much different than the Gulf. Also the further 
north towards Jacksonville and the Carolinas, the more closely the bottom tends to resemble the Gulf. 
There were plenty of angelfish in the Gulf, mostly blues and grays. The ghost trap that was found on 
Riley's Hump when he went several years ago with Dr. Bohnsack and Dr. Colin had several large blue 
angels trapped inside. This is on video and part of the public record. He has dived extensively in the 
Gulf and South Atlantic. There are large numbers of blue and gray angelfish in the Gulf from the 
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Tortugas to at least offshore Tallahassee. He has sent video from the deep Gulf wrecks and the Florida 
Middle Grounds to the Gulf Council. Dr. Koenig should also have video from the Bellows cruise made 
last year off Tallahassee. This video shows numerous blue angel fish. The video of ghost traps off Big 
Pine Key should remove all doubts as to the problems associated with lost fish traps. He has found 
numerous fish traps in the Gulf like those captured on video. Many of the fish traps found were loaded 
with angelfish, red grouper, and muttons. The same type of traps with the same species of fish in the 
same condition, doors and escape panels wired and tied shut with bones, dead, dying fish, etc. He 
called an OFF representative some time ago to tell him what was being found in the lost traps off Big 
Pine Key. The reply was "what the hell good was a fish that eats the reef anyway". At an OFF meeting 
in approximately 1983, he remembers Bill Moore saying he pulled up fish traps loaded with juvenile red 
snapper south of Tortugas. Now he claims the snapper were all yelloweyes and blackfin snapper. 
Even when studies by Dr. Bohnsack show that not only due fish trappers catch red snapper but that 
red snapper make up the highest percentage of undersized snapper by species, 92 percent. All this 
information is contained in the preliminary report on fish trapping by Dr. Bohnsack. 

Mr. DeMaria stated if there fails to be a ban in the Gulf he was certain there would be a continued 
gradual decline in angelfish, grouper, and snapper. Ms. Parks stated grappling hooks with loran were 
used extensively. The loran makes it practical for trappers to grappel unbuoyed traps. The trap 
grapnels she has observed consist of about five feet of heavy sea chain and often weigh over 100 
pounds. She related Mr. Sharpe, Florida Marine Patrol, stated over 90 percent of fish traps checked 
in both legal and illegal waters, were in violation of the construction law, most for illegal fasteners. 
Fishery biologists state that survival of the spawning adults is vital to the sustenance of the ornamental 
fish stocks and they hold the trap fishery responsible for the current condition. After seeing traps at 
work, observing catches and listening to conversations of fish trappers, there was no doubt that they 
were responsible. While they feel that imposing a harvest moratorium upon themselves would do little 
to aid in stock recovery, they do not think continued harvest of depleted stock would be supportable. 
Continued and expanding trapping activity in the Gulf threatens the recruitment of the blue and gray 
angel. 

Ms. Black asked when the video was taken off Big Pine Key. Ms. Parks responded she believed it was 
October 9. 

Casey Fitzgerald, Assistant Director of the Florida Conservation Association, represents 9,000 members 
who have a vested interest in the protection of the fishery and associated resources. Fish trap 
management is the most critical issue under consideration to their members and is very much a Florida 
issue. FCA actively participated in the proceedings before the South Atlantic Council that resulted in 
regulations banning fish traps throughout the region. In addition, their parent organization, The Coastal 
Conservation Association, has intervened in defense of NMFS regarding the regulations. 

FCA fully endorses the Preferred Option: to prohibit the use of fish traps in the EEZ of the Gulf of 
Mexico. Their position is based primarily on the following: fish traps are not species selective, a trend 
that should be worked toward, which results in unacceptable levels of bycatch mortality of non-targeted 
fish; all of the currently used legal mesh sizes trap and kill undersized targeted species; many of the 
lost or ghost traps will continue to kill indefinitely; the type and nature of fishing with traps makes it 
virtually impossible to enforce existing regulations or any regulations endorsed by the industry; a 
prohibition on the use of fish traps would be consistent with Florida and would profoundly improve 
Florida's ability to enforce the law; traps are operationally wasteful, often resulting in fish dying from 
embolisms caused by changes in ambient pressure as the trap is lifted, from stress related to attempts 
to escape from traps, from handling at the surface before release, and from predation prior to the trap 
being pulled; the use of fish traps causes degradation of benthic communities. 
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He stated the obvious conclusion of the negative impacts associated with the use of this gear type is 
that it causes a disproportion share of adverse impacts to the marine fisheries and associated 
resources. He contended if the Council chooses to let fish traps continue they will expand into the 
states where fish trapping is not yet an issue. 

Peter Gladding, commercial fisherman from Key West, Florida, representing 369 commercial fishermen 
who have restricted species endorsements on their license. They oppose fish traps. He stated since 
the South Atlantic ban of fish traps the mutton snapper and grouper were rebounding. He reported 
in mid-July he was in a fish house and observed an attempted sale of 600 pounds of parrots and 
angels. He called law enforcement officer to remove the fish from the fish house. At that time if the 
sale proceeded the parrots and angels would have brought a price of .09 cents more per pound than 
yellowtail snapper. He supports the proposal for mutton snapper that fishing be ceased during the 
spawning season. He does not agree with closing Riley's Hump completely. He stated the reporting 
system was flawed and his hours were recorded inaccurately. At the fish house he uses some of the 
fish caught by fish traps were not reported accurately and were reported as bottom fish. 

Mr. Perret recalled Mr. Gladding indicated some of the trap fishermen were not reporting their catch 
accurately. Mr. Gladding stated at his fish house one individual reports his fish as handline caught fish 
and he has in excess of 100 traps. Mr. Perret noted according to the best information, trap fishermen 
constitute 6.8 percent of the catch and he questioned if this percentage would increase if the reporting 
was accurate. Mr. Gladding responded the percentage on mutton and grouper in their area was 50 
to 70 percent. Mr. Perret questioned the advantage of a commercial fishermen claiming a different 
gear. Mr. Gladding responded the reporting system was not working. Mr. King asked if all of the 369 
fishermen he represents from the Gulf side. Mr. Gladding responded they were from the Atlantic and 
Gulf and they fish in both areas. Ms. Black asked if Mr. Gladding represented any charterboat 
fishermen. Mr. Gladding responded no. Mr. Rayburn noted public testimony has indicated there was 
no user conflict and questioned if Mr. Gladding agreed with that statement. Mr. Gladding responded 
he believed there was a conflict between user groups. 

Tom Blythe, former fish trap fisherman in the South Atlantic, stated he has a Gulf permit and 100 tags 
but has not fished traps since from Marathon it was 70 miles and with a 30-foot boat it was to far to 
go. He maintained trap fishermen do not want the escape panels on traps closed up and killing fish. 
The video depicted panels tied up by renegade divers and they are not professional fish trap fishermen. 
He pointed out fish traps were only banned in Florida and fishing traps is status quo in North and 
South Carolina. They were allowed to use seabass traps and traditional gear and can have bycatch. 
He explained the difference was if they were pulling a seabass trap they could keep snapper and 
grouper but if the next trap was a traditional fish trap, they had to release the grouper. He questioned 
the enforceability. He maintained the tropical industry was unregulated and used dangerous chemicals. 

Billy Sandefur, commercial fisherman and fish house owner, noted testimony indicates that enforcement 
was the biggest problem with fish traps, specifically traps were not brought to shore to be checked. 
To his knowledge the Marine Patrol has never inspected a stone crab, blue crab, crawfish, or fish trap 
at the fish house that he operates out of. He indicated the Marine Patrol has checked the catch on his 
boat but has never checked his traps. He contended if the facts were considered, the type of gear 
should not be an issue since the number one violation was undersized fish. He has been reported as 
pulling fish traps when he was not. He reported another lobster fishermen was pulling lobster traps 
and he was reported for pulling fish traps. He supports status quo on fish traps. 

Mr. Swingle reported Kenneth Reiter from Rockport, Texas requested his comments be made part of 
the record since he was unable to attend the meeting. Mr. Swingle noted Mr. Reiter recommended that 
every permittee be limited to a 1,000 pound trip limit and that the fishery be closed from May 1 until 
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August 31, the peak of the spawning season. Charles Kolb of Pt. Mansfield, Texas also requested his 
comments be made part of the record. Mr. Kolb recommended 2,000 pound trip limits for everyone, 
spawning season closure, consideration of weather conditions rather than calendar dates in setting time 
periods, maintain limits based on past performance, and eliminate geographical politics from any rules. 

o Reef Fish Management Committee Report 

Emergency Action 

Mr. Wallin reported the committee recommended the following changes to the red snapper 
endorsement qualifications and restrictions to provide a more equitable distribution of endorsements 
to fishery participants, to eliminate arbitrary break points in qualification and harvest limitations, and 
to improve enforceability of the emergency rules: 

Mr. Wallin moved on behalf of the committee, that a red snapper endorsement be available to 
anyone who has possessed a reef fish permit and has landed red snapper in each of the last 
three years, and that those possessing a red snapper endorsement can possess red snapper in 
excess of the bag limit only from the 16th to the end of each month in the fishing season. 

Mr. King requested that NMFS's rationale be discussed on the emergency rule and the reason the 
Council was requested to reconsider the issue. Dr. Kemmerer responded NMFS was concerned that 
there was no obvious break in the data regarding the 5,000 pound category. He stated NMFS, 
Washington, requested the Council provide the rationale for the 5,000 pound threshold. Mr. Joe Clem, 
Plans and Regulations Office, Washington, stated the concern was that the qualification level selected 
by the Council must fully consider any possible inequities. He noted the Council was requesting the 
Secretary of Commerce under emergency authority to implement the red snapper endorsement 
qualification which violated NMFS standing policy not to implement allocation type decisions through 
emergency action. NMFS has set aside the policy and were prepared to implement the request after 
further reconsideration by the Council. NMFS requests that the Council add any additional justification 
for the selection of the qualification level. 

Mr. Minton recalled during discussions when the 5,000 pound threshold was arrived at, the primary 
purpose was an attempt to return to the traditional fishery because of the current number of 
participants and it was anticipated that this would extend the season. He questioned what effects the 
pending motion would have on extension of the season. Mr. Atran stated the stock assessment panel 
projected that without any limitations the season would be 64 days, and if the season only opened for 
half the month, it would result in 128 days. Mr. Minton questioned if the stock assessment panel 
considered the population build up noting that originally in Dr. Goodyear's estimate he projected an 
approximate eight month season which was initially closed after 53 days. Mr. Atran responded Dr. 
Goodyear indicated that when taking certain provisions into account the estimate derived would 
indicate the 1992 season would have lasted as long as it did. Mr. Atran stated the increase in the 
number of fish was taken into account for the 1993 season. Dr. Kemmerer stated the estimate was still 
very uncertain due to various factors. Mr. Horn noted approximately 40 percent of the fish caught was 
by nonpermitted fishermen and questioned if the projection considered that factor. Mr. Atran 
responded no, the projection took into account the expected growth of the fish that were in the 
population and where the indices were known, and the recruitment of those fish. Dr. Kemmerer stated 
there was no estimate for catch by nonpermitted vessels, the 40 percent was unaccounted for. Mr. 
King clarified the 40 percent was the difference between logbooks and landings. 

Mr. Minton questioned if the season opened on February 15 for 64 fishing days, would the season 
close at the end of May. Mr. Atran responded it would be 64 days if the fishermen could fish every 
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NOV1 2 t~;'. 

GULi~U COUNCIL 

 
October /1-] , 1992 

Gulf of Mexic:o Piahery Management Council 
Lincoln Cente~, Suite 331 
5401 Weat Kennedy Blvd 
Tampa, Fla 33609 

Dear Sir: 

I. ua a comm•r::a). :1aJ1•~n the Gulf of Mexico and pr•••ntly 
fi �h out of 0,e~L ~ · 
Attached i• a letter authored by Marty Barri � which 
I have read and wi �h to 

.j_ Agr•• with hi• �ugge � tion•• 

I have th• following change � or �ugge � tiona of my own: 

Sincerely, 



~) (·ck~~~ 
-

I~ f\U, by~DO ~11\ RECEIVED
NOvU 9 1992 

October l / , 1992 GULFFISHERIESCOUNCIL 

Gulf of Mexico Fi � hery Management Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 331 
5401 West Kennedy Blvd 
Tampa, Fla 33609 

Dear Sir: 

I am a commercial fish•~ ~the Gulf of Mexico and presently 
fish out of {,;rystdJC~ 1?I . 
Attached is a letter authored by Marty Barri � which 
I haye read and wish to 

~ Agree with hi � suggestion � • 

I have the following change• or �uggeation• of my own: 

Sincerely, 
~~~ 

- / -Jr,;,.,,, J /'Ill,-, 

Date /0 ,..3 I - t:J:;_... 
Witneaa __________ _ 



-
October 27, 1992 

Re: Draft Amendment 5 to the Reef Fishery Management Plan 
for the Reef Fish Resources of the Gulf of Mexico 

Dear 

As an opening, I would like to introduce myaelf a� an 
owner/operator of the commercial ve•••l My 3 Ladiea. I have 
fished commercially in the Gulf of Mexico for the pa� t 24 years. 
Presently I fish out of Naples, Florida. 

Upon receiving notice of public hearing• on thi• matter I have 
travelled up and down the � tate attending th••• hearing• and 
speaking with people in the fi•h trap indu•try and fish house•. I 
would like to addre•• inadequacie• and inaccuraci•• int hi• report
and propoaed rule change•. 

Firstly, thi• P,ropo� ed amendment i � based on data taken from 
research on coral reef• and rock �helves in the Carribean, 
Jamaica, the Virgin I � landa, Bermuda and the coral reef• in Dade, 
Broward and Monroe counti•• in Plorida. Hone of the 
sub•tantiating data waa compiled froa studie• or re �earch done in 
the Gulf of Mexico. Aa far a � I can find out, no re �earch ha� 
been done for th• council on trap fi•hing in the Gulf of Mexico. 

In 1991 the OniveraitI of Miami waa performing a atudy of trap
fiahing in the Atlant c and the Gulf of Mexico. Th• 
Mote Marine Inatitute in Sarasota, Plorida, was engaged to collect 
data on the trp fiaherie• in th• Gulf. My ve•sel wa� involved in 
the atudy of by-catch and mortality. Hon• of thi• current data on 
Gulf trapping wa• u•ed to reference thi• propo � ed rule change.
The Mote report wa• pre•ented 
at the public hearing in Naples, Plorid& and will be pre � ented as 
evidence at th• hearing November 18, 1992, in Sara•ota, Florida. 

Below I will addre•s •pacific part• of the draft Amdnement 
proposals 

Trap Placement - It sugg••t that we •prefer to ••t trap � near 
rocky ledge•, reef atructure• or ateep dropoffs•. Th• bottom in 
the Gulf that we fi � h ha � none of th••• type• of bottom. We fish 
graa �y flat, sand �hell and mud rock bottom, the � ame bottom as 
stone crabbers, lob•ter trapper � and � hrimp trawler � fi � h. We 
have no area � with coral coverage or coral environment••• 
suggested on page 8. 
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-Trap Lo•••• . - The data presented is not factual. We do not have 
any � ignificant lo �� to power vessel � as we fish an averaqe of 40 
to 50 mile• off � hore. We do not lose any buoy � to seagull and 
turtle bite off �, nor do we lose trap � fishing too deep or on 
� loped � helve �• The Gulf bottom we fish i• flat, there are no 
�helve � or deep dropoffa. We have no storm �urge or coa � tal wave 
action a � the average depth we begin fi � hing i• 70 feet. "Trap
lo•• wa� not a problem in Collier County, Florida with an annual 
lo �� of only 51. Thi• wa• po �� ibly due to the fact that fi � hermen 
brought back trap � to the dock after each trip•. Th• type fi � hing
we do, trap• are pulled every 2 to 4 hour• and brought back to the 
dock at the end of each trip. Trap lo•• i• minimal. 

Injury and Mortality - Studies have � hown, a � thi• report atatea, 
(page 10) that occurence of injury and death were related to 
length of time the fi �h were confined with the loweat beinq in 
trap � constantly tended. The Mote In � titute � urvey with the study 
of by-catch and mortality done on my ve �� el report• 1•••than .SI 
mortality out of over 10,000 lb � of fi � h caught. 

Gho� t Trap and Derelict Trap• - Thi � i � not a problem, a � 
previou � ly addre �� ed, our trap � are con � tantly attended and 
brought to the dock at the end of each trip. Ho gear i• left out 
and unattended. Any trap loat, incidentally, by law ha � 
biodegradable panel � that aalc• th• trap � unfiabable in 5 to 14 
day �• Small fi �h, tropical �, �napper, grunt �, etc., learn to move 
in and out of the trap funnel in a few day• or 1•••, •• � tated on 
page 9. After e �cape panel• are opened by the larger fiah, the 
trap � become fiah �anctuari•• (page 11). 

Trap De� iqn - The Gulf Council propo �ed a change to a 2x4• mesh or 
a change to a 2x5• ••cape window. 

2x4• me� h will let all the by-catch eacape (lane �napper,
vermillon, yellowtail, porgi•• and grunt �). It will not k••P any
fi � h under 15•. LecJalaize of thia by-catch i• a• with an average
of 10• to 12•. Thi• by-catch account• for 10-251 of the of the 
annual inccaa for trap fi �hermen. 

The ••cape window� we have now, 2x2• rel•••• all fi �h under th• 
size we are allOIMd by law to catch. Thi � fill � the ~n•• 
whole � ale and retail aarket and, therefore, a -jor part of many 
fiah -rketa. 

The 2x5• window would allow all �napper of any � iz• to exit and 
also allow 20• grouper to ••cape and •o- larger fi �b to put their 
head in the opening, break the weld and render th• trap � u�•l••• 
in l••• than one day of fi �hing. Thi � propo �ed change in trap
de � ign will not allow enough fi � h to be caught to pay expen•••· \

In a very �hart phra �e, it will clo•• down th• doM � tic fi �h 
trapping induatry and extremely, adver � ely affect whole � ale fi•h 
markets, and in Ntrickle-down• affect the trucking, retail and 
re � taurant indu � tri••• 

 

Alternative Option 14 - Moving the � tre �� ed zone out further. 
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offahore to .l-20' would put trappers fishing the same waters•• 
longliner• and bandit fi � harmen. It will spread the catch io thin 
that not any of the 3 type � of fiahermen will � urvive, and it will 
impact the �peciea greatly by taking nearly all the large breeding
stock. 

Alternative Option 16 - Limiting the number of trap• to 50 per 
veaael will not make it poa� ible for a ve �� el operating solely aa 
a trap fiahermen to exiat. Smaller ves � el• and tho•• who trap 
only part of the year may carry amaller amount � of trap•. These 
"smaller• fishermen may continue to reque � t the legal number of 
trap tag � in order to le � aen down-ti.me required for replacement 
tag �• 

My suggestion � regarding thi• propo � ed amendment are a� follows: 

Alternative fl - Statu• Quo, retain current trap rule � with the 
axcluaion of magne� ium pop-up �• 

Alternative 12 - Statu• Quo. Changes a• proposed would render 
trap• ineffective and the domeatic trapping indu � try extinct. 

Alternative t3 - Trap � �hould be con � tantly tended when fi~hing
and trap � be buoyed. 

Alternative 14 - Leave zone• a• they are, a� explained above, 
there will be a great � tr••• on the � peci••· 

Alternative 15 - B� tabli �h a moratorium on permit• authorizing
fiahing trap � to 1992 permit holder• with that deaignation a• a 
principal gear. 

Alternative t6 - Statu � Quo. A• � tated above, aol• income trap 
ve � ael• require 100 trap liait. 

Plea•• read and li � ten to con � ideration � from an indu � try, not 
anxioua to deplete a re �ource, a� many �ay, but inatead to 
preaerve the re �ource and a way of life. We who have don• thi• 
for many year � have a lot to offer to re �earch, ahould we be 
aaked, a• far a� catch, by-catch, mortality, etc. 

A concern of the Council i• that trap fiahing will now begin in 
Texa �, Loai �ana, Ni••i �� ippi and Alab ... where it doe• not 
currently exi � t and target the red anapr.r• Thi � could be 
alleviated by a change in the rule to d �allow new or additional 
trap fi � hing in th••• � tat•• by iapl•-nting Alternative Option
15, a. Thi• would liait the fi �hing to the � tat• of Plorida a � 
tho•• are the only current perm.it holder �• 

It ••em� there i• a negative factor that mu� t be addre �� ed, and 
which i• obviou � ly adver �ely affecting our legal indu � try, and 
that i• tne small quantity of illegal trap � and trapper � and the 
increa � inqly difficult problem of regulating th••• illegalities in 
specific area � of the Gulf. 

Sugge_� tion � I have to offer to a �� i � t in the enforcement of ·-rules 
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are: -Make fishing inside of stressed area boundary puniahable by up to 
$10,000 fine, revoking all permit �, 6 month• in prison or 
confiscation of veaael. 

Any trap � that have to be left becauae of aevere weather or 
mechanical malfunction of a veaael will have to be reported to the 
DNR or Marine Pi �herie• Service � within 24 hour � of docking with 
explanation of why they were left, how many, how long e � timated 
until retrievable and Loran coordinate• to be reported. 

Make fishing that ian't legal (i.e. mesh, no escape panels or 
illegal size) fir � t offense up to $1,000 fine and �econd offense 
revoke all reef permits. 

I respectfully request that you consider current data applicable 
to the Gulf of Mexico presented by tho•• currently involved in the 
trapping industry prior to making rule change• deemed necessary by 
tho•• fiahing illegally or in water � other than the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

Re� pectfully, 

Marty Barri• 
Captain, My 3 Ladie � 



TABC NO.~ 
D~.\9.\99L 

Date

29 Identical Letters Received 

-
Mr. Gilmer Mix. Chairman 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
5401 W. Kennedy BIVd .•• Suite 881 
Tampa, FL 33609 

RECEIVED 
0 Ci 2 0 1992 

GULF FlSHERiiS c::u:1;;1L.Dear Mr. Mix: 

I am gravely concerned over the use of fish traps which damage live hard 
bottom areas and destrt,y habitats for all marine life au over the Gulf of Mexicc. Fish 
traps aJ10 kill thousands of tropieal and non-food filh. To counter this needless 
destruction and allow the fishery to recover, I support a banof all fish traps in the Gulf 
of Mexico as proposed in the Council's Craft Amendment to the Reef Fish Fishery 
Management Plan. 

Current regulations do not protect hard bottom and other marine habitats from 
the damaging effects of tl'le grappling hooks used to retrieve the unbuoyed traps. Also 
there are no restrictions protecting the millions of juwnile and tropicaj fish lost each 
year in these traps. Oue to this bycatct,, fish traps are con1ributing unacce~y to the 
continuing dedine of trop:caJ fllh, snapper,and grouper populationa. 

Juvenile snappersand groupers should be atlowedto grow to mature size so 
thev can reoroduce. Tmoical filh llhould be •llowed to continue drlding diving 
enthusiasts and playing ~r vital role u grazers that help keep coral areas free of 
excessalgae. Th•• are 0th« m9thoda of tithing whidl •• more successful and less 
devastating to the fish and the ecosy•em than wuaetul fish traps. 

The Gulf of Mexico FilheriN Management Council should follow the South 
Atlantic Fishen• Management Council and ban 8'1 filh trapa. According to the South 
Attantie Fishery Management Council: •t,y deatroying habitat w•dNl'oy the 
productivity of the reeource being harwtled and we •• in NN1a drawing on the 
principat not just takingthe interNt • I strongly believethis statel1ient ia true and th at 
something mult be done about fllh trap grappte hootc damage to Gulf liw bottoms. 

Thank you for )"O:JrconlideraUon. 

Sincerely, 

StrNt Address 7

C,p~\51 )+)@ i\. · '3~?,
City State I Zip 

P.s. - Some of the ben.nta of banning flail trapa are Hated on the 
rev••• aide of thla latt•. 



12 Identical letters received as of November 6 
I . 

' ' ~ I .....,l (/ ~7 )
l...,/ ,- -

Datet·•JI:~ I~,=-I 
Mr G1lm~r Mi'l'J.C.a~r"\ r\ 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery M·aPl'a~•a.rl~ncil::_~ 
5401 W. Kennedy Blvd. -- Suite 881 ' t 

Tampa, FL 33609 

Q DIf I ~~e,veo 
' ·tHr1'J'2 1992 

GULiFISHERIESCOUNCIi. 

· 

Dear Mr. Mix: 

l am gravely concerned over the use of fish traps which damagelive hard 
bottom areasand destroy habitats for au marine life au over the Gulf of Mexico. Fish 
traps atso kill thousarlds of tropical and non-food fish. To counter this needless 
destruction and allow the fishery to recover, I support a banof atl fish traQs in the Gulf 
of Mexico as proposed in the Council's Draft Amendment to the Reef Fish Fishery 
Management Plan. 

Current regulations do not protect hard boft0m and other marine habitats from 
the damaging effects of the grappling hooks uMd to retrieve the unbuoyed traps. Also 
there are no restrictions protecting the millions of juvenile and 1ropicaj fish lost each 
year in these traps. Due to this bycateh, fish traps are contributing unac:ceptaoty to the 
continuing dedine of tropical fish, snapper,and grouper populations. 

Juvenile snappers and groupers should be allowed to grow to mature size so 
they can r-.:,rod1.1ce. Tropit'tll fish ~uki be aflow4d to cont!11ueatnc:ting divtnt] 
enthusiasts and pl&yii,g their vitai role u grazers that help keep coral areas freeof 
excess algae. There are other methOda of fishing which are more successful and less 
devastating to the fiSh and the ecosystem than wuteful fish traps. 

The Gulf of Muico Fisheries Management Coundl should follow the South 
Atlantic Fisheries ManagementCouncil and ban all fish traps. According to the South 
AUantic Fishery Management Council: •by deatroying habitat we dNlroy the 
productivity of the reeoun:e being han,e•ed and we are in eSNnce drawing on the 
principaJ, not mu•just takh,g the int.,.ll • I strongly believe this t.tatement is true and that 
something be done about fish trap grappte hOOk damage to Gulf live bottoms. 

Thank )40U for )40ur consideration. 

Sincerely, 

CC''!.-~l4:?. 
Street Address Signature 7 

o~"'""1u r-~, .. ,-='!' 

Print!ldName 

P.s. - Some of the benefits of banning flah trape are Hated on the 
rev••• side of thla latter. 

~( C: ... < 
/~ 



. Top 1O Benefits of 
Banning 

Fish Traps 
1. Hard bottom and marine habttats will be allowed to recover from 

the damages they have sustained from the grappling hooks. 

2. Divers should have more spectacular dives as the beautiful tropical 
fish repopulate the area. 

3. Ghost fishing and cryptic mortality betweentrap hauls will be 
eliminated. 

4. Fish will no longer suffer and die painful deathsin the Wire mesh of 
the traps. 

5. Abundance, species richness, andgenetic diversity of fish 
populations is re-established. 

ti Naturai tish ~mmuni(Y equilibiium ano age stl",,cturesare 
maintainedbecausejuvenileswill now a chance to mature. 

7. Enforcemenc:and compliance in both the Gulf Fishery and the 
South Atlantic Fishery willbe easier. 

8. Reefs will nc•t suffocate from overgrowth of algae which is usually 
kept in check by tropical fish who areoften caught in fish traps. 

9. Fishermen owral ·should benefit by the increasein populations 
because juvenile fish will be allowed to mature and reproduce 
instead of dying in the fish traps. 

1o. The future ,t the marine environment and fish is protected from 
the deYastatlng effects ot this type of fishing. 
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24 Identical cards 
received as of November S 

Dear Members of the Council. 

I am opposed to the use of Msh Traps 
inshore of the Twenty Fathom 
Longllne 6oundary. 

I would support a proposal to expand 
the stressed area westward so that it 
coincides with the LongUne 5oundary 
offshore of Southwest Mortda. 

NOVO 2 1~ 
l appreciate your attention to this matter, -- : _ 

GULi FISHERIES CCuiterL 

·U<T1N• : :<,$11+~ ta -1Y·9J..P11~aa ~ 
Signature Date SHIPT0# --..;, : :;J ,.,. ~ ~ IOUNOA"'I • *'o'-'--'\ l ~ Y :s¼•-- :e:A:Q KEYWESi 
nue 

Dear Members of the Coundl. 

1am oppo.,ed to the use of l"L1hTraps 
inshore of the Twenty l"athom 
LongUne 5oundary. 

I would support a proposal to expand 
the stressed areawestward so that It 
coincides with the LongUne 5oundary 
offshore of Southwest Mortda. 

I appreciate your attention to this matter. : -
GULfFl&HEAIESC~UN<.; 

M-2,'f-12. .~~ s........-. Dile 

tzcv f-#t!r ,1,.,,.,,.t,4Cnue .. 

Dear Members of the Council. 

I am opposed to the use of l"lsh Traps 
in.shoreof the Twenty l"athom 
LongUne 6oundary. 

I would support a proposal 
the stressed areawestward so that It 
coincides with the LongUne eoundary 
off shore of Southwest Mortda. ;_ ! 

I appreciate your attention to this matter. 

IO• 3 I· q>--P"OIICelD 

I 

-·--- --

-N 'il.w.,tN!lL 
J 



AECEIVF.D 
N11VO4t 1~S2 

nc tohP.r.- ?q. 19Q? 
GULi FISH~IES COUNCIL -

~•~b•rs of ,.,e C.ulf of "e,;co Fi.sherv sana~e"1en~j 

r want: ~o ~OP.Rk nn t:he fish trao issue. 

~v nRmP. l~ Steohen "1nnre. r'm a fifth generatlon comm~rcial 

fisliP.rman anrl ornhahlv the last i.n mv family that will seek a 

1 iving '."ln tlie nce3n. "1v Father was aJ.wavs orcrnci that: r was the 

nne between "1e anrl mv brothers that chose this way of JifP.. r 

".akP. a ~r~.;it rleal nf orirle in being a commercial fisherMan. ·(e ' 5 

,..,v h P.r i. t c'Iq_e . i. t ' s o u r h i s t or y , an ci i_ t ' s our f u tu re . We are F'lot"-

i.rla's nlrlest: i.nrlust.ry. anci th?:'nugh nur efforts we cl.ace food on 

tliQ r~hl~s nf "mPrlcan families. 

°'ut as an <\meri.c!"n commercial fisherman r have been t:liQ vi~,:;.., 

nf a well - direc~ect anci relentless effort by the ~nvernment to 

ou': "1P. nut: nf husi:ness. What yo11 ar,:i d~e1li.ng wil:h liere i_s not nnLv 

-"!n i_n rl u c:;t:t" v h u t: a cu 1.tu r P. • 

r 'vP been engaged ln t:he wire Fish trao fishery fnr the cast 

fnurt:PP.n vP.~rc:;. We are orohably one nf the most regulated flsher

ips. We are under restrictions regardlng trao size. mesh size. rlnor 

~lnsur.- 0 c:;. ~sc~o~ oanels. number of traps we can fish. and areas we 

~~n fish. Anrl we particioated in the orocess 8nd cooperaterl fullY 

with tl-ie council. ,when these manaP.ement measures were being formulate<l. 

'-Jow you' t"P. consided.ng P.liminating fish traos from the r.ul f. 

f.Jhv? T ':IP.Rn ••• what's thP. orobl.em? Ts this an. over-fi~hin~ 

.• ' ?lSSUP.. ~("!. W~'rP. resonnsi.ble for a whnopin~ ·6.8o/.. of the total for 

dRIEFING BOOK ADOtTIOf\~ 



th~ snaooer 

wants it ;ill'? 4nw -
2:rnuner fisherv. r.nuld it be tliat t'1P. soort lrih,f:>v 

cnulrl Fi.~"~ of the r.otal make these guvs jealous?

r suoons 0 t:~Pv w;:int it all. 

r~i, v <inn' t: vou ~uys m;:ike things easv on voursel VP.S anrl h;:in 

~mP.rica. ThP.n ~;:ivb~ one day we'll have tn sP.nd tlie ~arines intn 

n0t: nnl.v thP. cnr,imP.ri.cal. fi.sliermen but alsn t:hP. n("ln-fishi.ng oublic. 

. ?lSSue. '\Jn. We have been the victif"ls 

rif 1 ios anrl ~lslnfn~~atlnn by t:lie sonrt lobby anrl their nutrloor 

wril".Prs F'nr S("I lnn~ t:h.::!t the ouhl.i.c bP.lieves manv of thei.i:- 1.ies u, 

he t:hP. trutli. r suonnse if vnu tel.la lit'! often en("lugh i.t: bec~f"les 

t:lie trutli. Anrl r wntilrl takP. anvthing that thesP. so-called conser

v.::i~i0n .::issnciations have tn sav with a ~rain of salt. thev have 

tliPt~ own splfish r,intives behind what thev do. 

~ 11 t11e traos in the worlci coul.rln' t do anvwhere near the dal"'!agP. 

tliat: several. rT'lil 1.ion man I-tours of sport tlme cou~rl. 

11;:ivhe i ': 's the word "t.rao" that throws the!"!. Call them fish 

"00ts" if vou like that tP.rm better. This gear. cont:rary t0 publi.c 

~pli_pf, rlnes not entrao. ensnare. or otherwise kill every fish that 

swi~s intn it:. Manv fish swim i.n and nut of traps at: will. 

~s the 1983 fish trao studv off of S.~. Florida dem("ln~~~~terl. 

the s11rvi.val. rate of non•util.i.ZP.d species returned to thP. w;1':Pr frol'T'! 

traos w~s verv high, somPthtng on the order of Q1~. 

What ~h@s~ qrnuos and everyone else should ~now is th~t ~ gonrl 

cn~m~rclal flsherrn~n ls a goorl ecolngi~t. We wouldn't want to fish 

\ 
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(lLJrsAl.v,..s e111t: rif ai livi.m~. WA are baund bv econarTJics. ~ soort 

r s t h i S -'I C (1 n f 1 i_C t i s S ll e ? "la . ~ h.~t share couldn't oossiblv 

create that. We can't set nn the reef or tno close to the walls 

or "" wrecks becausP. nf P.ntanglement and retrieval orcihlems. ~nd 

we stav wav outstcte of the 100' cnntnur. 

any nther boats Chev alwavs know exactly hnw nur ~ear ts set. ,=inrl 

we ~nnw haw thev'r~ Fishing. ~ 1.ittle com~unicatfon solves all that. 

no these ~uvs think we have it easy? The ~ear is efficient. 

surf':, but not as sur~-fire as everyone seP.ms to think. Ther~ are 

manv tt"1es I've been nut there cullin~ blanks anrl outtin~ fn lnng 

hn11rs ,=inrl havi.l'."lg "1V hodv wrackP.d with cain only tn be l.i.ving th~ 

lifA r lov~ with little or no reward, 

50 whv do these .:tuys liatP. us? r re a 11 y can ' t t e 1. 1 vo 11 • "1avhe 

thev're trvil'."I~ to "1a~e tliings easy on themselves by blamin~ ~ll 

t h e ; r o r o h 1 '?.,,.,s o n n n e · s ma J.l u s e r g roll p . They ' 1.l s a v t Iia t the re a s n n 

fishing ;sn'c what it was l.ike twenty years ago i~ because nf the 

commercial "1en. That's jus, not true. 

r believe the "1ain crnblems we face today ar~ coastal. ool.lution 

anct loss of habitat. You can onlv gn nne of two ways - towards 

~eveloo~ent or tnwards conservation. You can't have both. F'.verv 

"1anzrove that is drained off destroys habitat. Fvery seawall tliat 

is huilt rlestrovs habltat. Freshi:~ter runoff containing cesk.tcides. 

fertilizers. nil. chemicals and whn knows what else entP.rs the ocean 

creating hnrrible oroblems. Then vou've got injection well·s and 

outfaJ le;. Plus oenple are using the ocean as a garba~e rl~mo. Anrl 

we are suoooserl ~o take the hlame fnr all that? ThAt 1 
~ ridiculr,us. 



.... 
!Jl-ta t v C'lu a re • c n n s i rl P. r in P.: h~ re i. s no t re a J.1v a f i s Ii.er i.1-; ~ n a -q

_ 

<'\ A --
~ 

.., P n t i_s s u e . rt ls~ 5ocial issue. rt is a 001.i.tical issue . 

-

[ ur:;:e thP. cnunci. l_ ·nnt t("I i.l"lvol.ve it:s-:1 f in an effort t("I 

eli,,,inatP. a s:;1all_ -qr:111_0.of,liat"d-w(')rl<i.nP.; fishermen. 

believe th~t hnlding tn the status aun woulrl he thP. orooPr 

coursP. to takP.. 

r,/p reoresent a oart of F"lnri.da's hi.story and her cultur~. r,lP. 

stand oroud of who we are and nf the service we perfnrm. WP. have 

been faithful stP.warrls of ~od's bounty and l-t~ve acted responsibly. 

Th.:rnk you. 

~~
~ teohen ~1oore 

 
\ 



CAPRI FISHERIES
218 KON TIKI DRIVE 

ISLESOF CAPRI 
NAPLES. FLORIDA33940

. 

-FISH 
Wholesale & Retail 

The Stone Crao ;;-: : . 
I 8 J3) ]94 2 J~ ~ 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

~y NAME IS GLORIA PIERCE. I WORK FOR CAPRI FISHERIES 
IN NAPLES, FL. ~y JOB IS SELLING THE FISH THAT IS CAUGHT 
BY OUR FISHING BOATS. FROM OCTOBER THAU APRIL, THE 
MAJORITY OF OUR BOATS STONE CRAB, BUT SEVERAL ARE FULL rr~E 
FISH TRAPPERS. WE HAVE 11 BOATS THAT HOLD TRAPPERMITS 
AND IF THEY WERE NOT ABLE TO FISH IN THE SUMMER, IT WOUL8 
NOT ONLY BE A TERRIBLE HARDSHIP ON THESE MEN ANO THEIR 
FAMILIES BUT ALSO ON THE FISH HOUSE. STONE CRABBING ALONE 
C~NNOT KEEP A BUSINESS OPEN, SO TO CLOSE FISH TRAPPING IN 
THE GUlF OF MEXICO WOULD EFFECT MORE PEOPLE THAN JUST. THE 
FISHERMEN, MYSELF INCLUDED. "NO FISH - NO JOB! ! " 

A SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNTOF FISH IS PRODUCEDBY THIS FISH HOUSE 
AND THE ECONOMIC EFFECT IT WOULDHAVE ON US WOULD PROBABLY 
RESULT IN OUR CLOSING DURING THE SUMMER MONTHS. 

I HOPE YOU WILL GIVE CAREFUL CONSIDERATION TO THE CONSE
QUENCES THIS DECISION WILL HAVE ON EVERYONE INVOLVED. 

THANK YOU, ,_ 
~ 

I ~ 
. 

/ 

1·
/L,1,.1 
....,/

,"/- :, .. - .-<--'- (.,,~ 

GLORIA A. PIERCE 



CAPRI FISHERIES 
218 KON TIKI DRIVE 

ISLES OF CAPRI 
NAPLES. FLORIDA 33940 

r' 
�~
t . 

TheStone Cr:1c;J-c·:::..:: 
1a 1 31 J94-2Jc 7 

-
FISH 

Wholesale& Retail 

TO wHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

MY NAME IS SHIRLEY MORGAN. I AM SECRETARY/BOOKKEEPER 
FOR CAPRI FISHERIES IN NAPLES, FL. 

~E HAVE NUMEROUS BOATS WHO STONE CRAB DURING THE WINTER 
AND TRAP FISH DURING THE SUMMER. IT WOULD HAVE A GREAT 
IMPACT ON THEM IF THEY WERE NOT ABLE TO TRAP FISH. THEY 
RELY ON THE INCOME FROM "BOTH" SOURCES FOR THEIR SURVIVAL. 

THE CLOSING OF TRAP FISHING IN THE GULF OF MEXICO WOULD 
AFFECT NOT ONLY THE FISHERMEN, BUT ALSO NUMEROUS FISH 
HOUSES, TRUCKING COMPANIES,MANUFACTURERS,WHOLESALE 
SUPPLY HOUSES, NOT TO MENTION INDIVIDUALS SUCH AS MY~ELF. 

PLEASE THINK OF THE OVERALL PICTURE BEFORE MAKING YOUR 
DECISION. 

./ 

-~r·c.l\n 
SHIRLEY~ MORGA~ 



Gult ot Mexico Fishery ManagementCouncil; 
RECEIVED 
NOVO9 1992 • 

My name is John Kenny, I •ve been Com:nercial Fishing in 
GULFFISHEFUESCOUNClL 

South Florida tor the past 12 yeara. I dQ not agree with your 

Reet Fishine Amendment5 proposal,, 

1. A 20 11 Snapper ia not reality. The current 1211 

Snapper would allow me to keep making a honest, hard wo.king 

living, According to your chart, the Annual Com~erc1al Mutton 

Snapper Catch from 1986-1991, shows a very steady catch rate an~ 

even going up 1n 1990-1991. I eee no reuaon !0: you to change 

this ruling. There 1a no overf1ah1ne; showed and I am still 

catching my share. 

2. I do not agree to prohibit t1ahtrap � 1D the EEZ. I 

would like you to retain current.rule•. Allot your reaearch 

I read is about Trap Fishing in the Caribbean and the Southeast 

Coaat ot Florida. The cotto � reeta in the Gult of Mexico EEZ, 

are nothing like the Caribbean or the Southeast coa1t ot Florida. 

Please allow· your regulation• on Traps, that you implemented 

a tew yeara ago, to remain atatua quo, 

I &.11 one ot at•• proteaa1onal Commercial F1aherman left 

trying to maintain a boneat, hard working, American living tor 

my !am1l.7. 

1'bankyou tor your time. 

Jolin Kenny _.DJ_~ 
9-11 N.w. ,ttt'street 
Pembroke P1n••• Florida 33024 
.30S-432-3931 

RECEIVED 
NOVO 9 1992 

GW' Alla& tOUNCIL

TIS • ......a 



~EYS TRAVEL AGENCY TEL:305-S52-952S Nov 09,92 11:37 No.'.;03 :i.:: 

••••••• RECEIVED
NOVO 9 1~~l 

GULFFISHERIES COi!'IC11-

.. 
(:1'1,F m·· '."1E::<lC'.OrTr.HF.!HFt~ ~-\~.\('1-'~ff~T· C()t'~<.'1l. 
~ ·"~ If ~ I J i.!!) '/01 ~I 

'ffMRr'P.~1 OJ- 'l'IIF ~nt!~C!l, 

I M'f W~T'T'TNU TO ·mu l~ sun•nl''l' nt-· J'H~: f'.l'klifF-!'.f'l' l'fftWI .'\T.1\11\:S 
l,lr'(;~Rnr~r: 1-·1 SH 'T'RAP~ l N Tl!F' t":t.:f..F. l M~M 1 ?F 'T'H.1\'J' l AH l ~ ,·11r. 
f;X'l'kLMP: ~TNOR.ITY li<nHVl",H 'nil'. UES1' RTOLIIC.lr.lJ. ~P~FII.Rt"'H 
P.t!J"Y,('>Fl'l'!! l\'O C"IJ.ll,,~Or. l~ '!'ITF Rt!l,11'.'. • . RJ-.0 C~IWllPfR IS 'J'HJ•. l'lclMAli:Y 
Cl\'l'rH f\' H\P~ .\~IJ TS T\' F)\C'T m:nr-Rt;T:rU'l.ld> l)t:J: l'f'I 'l'),fF,' 

r:t'R'<F\'l' l<t•c:t;l,I\TlU~S. 1'111'.,'1ll'J"l'llN S~A.PPFR HA\1 r , ~!-:It 4ll,-, THF· 
r't't.f'.' <''F' 'IF.;'{1C'Cl T'/'J ~t'l'r l'l!r ~{OfT·iff ..\Tl:\~;"['T(". :\:1 OPPO!'ll' '.\"IS l'C'l 1'HF. 
l'Rll' F1':HF.'J<Y 1m1,;1n J.fAVE,·m1 JO."ITFVF. )\' 'I'll!·' F:flll'T"~ ~'J'J..),~'l'I(' 

C'Ol'~rrr 1111". i-P,':\L ,·rrri·· 'A.'\S '/ '1'0 h A(:.\1:\'::;T THf•' l'll.\l'S \~Tf:'Q 
,,,'T•Ja.1 ~1\'1· ,n~,w .i.\u 11mT'T'Tr.,1 Pkr~1~1:li:r. ro ,~nr•yT!l1". .!':ntrn1 
,·1·1 '\'.''l'!C' rr,n, 1c· 1 1 ~-: N'li~T'TTO!': \\'!IT P.F' \ 1:~A\'r T\'.lPr.'Tl'C't-' .\:: wr·1.1 

''! 1 1 1.\/i '\"!flll\'1'Tn'\' l''!" '1}\f;:','1,':;(1'.' :\ ''1', I.~ 114·1\!(I~~ f:.Hn 1\' •1111· 

I 1:1)1,'J,! .:\ T R ;;-n1 S'J'1·i,i 'T'l•P,'r 1'KL' " rrtom fl'·, I<,~ OF JtT r.w 'l'KAl':i Wl''ll'T r, 
\' 1(11 .'\'l'J !H::VFR~l ()I' ·, Ill \'!\'T'Trl~,,r ~-l'A\'.n.,Rrir. (l), JW Ml'\l':\!1}~()~ 
'.C~" . .I '.'I( f'.TC'l~lT\10 .I \:-;I\ YnT.1 , ,..,II.I\"" IT.\r. 1··~.l\~1:1•:1> I~ 'l'H~ IU•HF.\ltr.H 
~~JNl'J· 1'1Jl4 ·111.~'T· l&'('.llJil'.l !-'!1'1'''0'«"' ., l'~'.O~ll!H-,.T(lt.' '\'OW:' i•"lr f'.lV'l· 
I:; ·:•lfAT 'l'HP' !O• SJ•:,~lrU'H .!s '!t°f'H AF·r·"!·'l,p "!'tT!\\" r~ R'I l ~ !':t'DP('\R'J'o,:. 

'l'IIF'. F'lc:>1 'l'll~P!'.I. n· 't'Ot'. ~u· (l()]~(': ~(> "!.:,~~ -~ l'.l\'!'J:( !JfCl~Jlll\' 
l\;\~Fn ()~ nr~:'T' . .\\IAJ J.,\JIT r. 1u:s1··~1rtcn TH~.\; Y,,1()\t (".J.lOTr:t•: I ti ,~, l'\k. 
f"0!\:'1'1 :'\T1. THI"' 'PR?~?SJ· !<l:I •·. 

)



DL JAMES r. WALTONm 
1210 Timbtrtue ROid 

Tallahustt, Florida 32312 
90,.193.2136 

IIICIIVED 
SEP 2 5 1992 

.., .... CC,JHCIL 

.--.., . 

Gu!~ of ~exic0 ~isr.ery ~anagment :ou~ci: 
Li~coln Ce~ter. S~i=~ 33l 
5401 ~- Ken~edy !lv~. 
Tam:=a. F~ J360'~ 

: Nou:d ~r;ently ask t~at vou :a~ 311 ~•e of fisn :ra~s i~ =~• 
Gu~~ o~ ~exico. ~ish tra~s are indiscriminate killers o~ sea 
:ifs. -~ ~~att3~Ced 
fer years si~ce =~•Y or lost. t~ey ~o on ~illing indiscri~i~ate~Y 

do not degrade.

~11 sgec:es o~ ~ood fisn t~~t ~r• cau9nt i~ tne traps ean ~• 
ca~~ht nook an: line. Pl•••• stop t~is rape of our marine 
~9SO:.~~es; 

Resi:,ectfully. 

c;r;~-~-.(~(--,~00S ~•--On, •••, .•. 
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Ma.SEAFOODFISHMARKET 

-
1 N.[. SAMP\,.£ ROAO 

~OMll'ANO ll'AC"4, ,.1.Qlltl0A 33064 
13051 ,a,.,200 

P'U: 13051 78 I -4204 

,,3

~ 9, 1992 

'ro: Qilf 0,uncil 

R!: rish Trap In ttw Q.uf 
RECEIVLi' 
NOVO9 1~~~ 

QULI~~~• "If'.:., Olar S1r: 

In tha put my ~Y '-99 involved in a fiahing Qlaration with a 45 fcot 

boat (M1SS t.uisa). We fishad the Dry Tcrtu9IIu.. for •ppracU.tely thra 

yars w1th fish traps. DJrin1Jthis timt -.. laamm that nmt fish trappars 

ware ccnsistent fisharNn with rcaxsin their native Key Wast, who prc,vtde 

fish markets like oun with a variety of mat fiah such • pargi•, 9N\ta, 

etc. Ttw typas of fish are in great dlalln5 aa:nJ tbl llinarity ~ ·_ 

ber:auae they are aold vcy c:hMp 0Yal' the c:cunter and ~de a lot of 

i-,ple with a haalthy ffllal.. 

OUr bait,,...,.. had~ accidllnt with filh tzoas-. Aa tha tut\..,... all aliva 

~ braught into the beat, all illagal n ncn-c:a1111rci.Al ss-:1• ,.,._ 

thrcwn back. 'ffUs fflllthcd of fuhing 1• ~l.'tlft to be me for the c:rwwn! for 

the typea of fish that Wllr9 Ntlmm tD thllir habitat unhllnm. lllln 1119 

chan9adour style of tubinJ w recozdld be accidlnta - cna to e.apt. IN::le 

~and ..tic -.,.S to put • t/0 heck tbzu hi9 right hand, and an0thar to 

!int nat:a JIQbst Driver tm .,t. hcclred in hi.a riC)ht am. 

Mr. s..fc:al~ -1• havily in dcaautic prccb:ta lllbic:hca wtly 0btainld fran 

fish tnp1 fNII Stock Iallnd and all van.amfilh hem• in the ICtP/9.If thi9 

type of fiahinf _,. to bl cl.mid, 'lfl/ <U54NM1Y IGll.d fw a bi9 lea 1n trading 

and haw no dJaica b.1t to lay-off a pm:c.w1tageof the 25 -.,~ i.nvol...S in 

our i::a.1neaa. 

Weundllrstandthat ccntml• uie .,.,..auy far tha aurvival of variclus spac:1•, 

and as 1n the put, we will cn,Et,.t• with~ office. • hclpe ycu will taJca 

ate,, nunuta. t:0 analyze our nada. 



RECE
OCTI 5 · 

GULFFISHEP::S.

r 
.. Captain Frank Gumpert 

5146 Kristin Court 
Naples, Florida 33942 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
5401 West Kennedy Blvd. 
Suite 331 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

10/13/92
Dear Sir, 

I am strongly opposed to fish traps in the Gulf of 
Mexico. You are undermining the ban traps in the South 
Atlantic Council's zone because of your actions. Even most of 
the target species caught in traps are under legal size. r 
realize this makes little difference to trap fishermen who 
regularly bring in undersized fish and fillets to local 
seafood houses with little or no enforcement of the size 
laws. Fish traps are killers, they kill all types of .fish 
and have been filmed showing the destruction they cause to 
the fish populations. Fish traps have greatly increased in 
South West Florida because of the lack of action by your 
council. Traps have simply moved from the Atlantic to th~ 
Gulf because you have failed to ban fish traps causing even 
more destruction here in the Gulf. 

r support the requirement that fish be landed intact. 
Many commercial fishermen filet undersized fish at sea and 
fish houses are buying them. There was an arrest of a boat 
=ut of Fort Myers Beach in June of this year that had several 
:housand pounds of filets and was in the process of unloading· 
them at a fish house. An anonymous tip brought in the US 
Coast ::uard and they arrested the commercial fisherman and 
seized the fish. If fish are not landed whole, it is hard!~ 
~nforce ~he si:e laws. The fish houses will continue to get 
away w1th as much as they can generally disregarding the 
marine resource laws until the there is some law enforcement. 
As it stands now, fines are small and they are few and far 
~etween, Just the cost of doing business. 

! do not support changing existing federal reef fish 
permit qualification restrictions. We should not be opening 
up red snapper to more commercial fishing pressure. !f 
f1stermen can find alternative employment then they should 
not be given commercial permits. This protects the full t1me 
fishermen and the dwindling snapper populations. We want to 
.decrease effort remember? To many commercial fishermen 
shorten the season, drop the price of fish by glutting the 
market, and create another fishing derby. More importantly, 
red snapper is in serious depleted condition and suffered in 
the 92 by heavy commercial effort. Commercial fishermen can 
land 2.000 pounds of red snapper per trip. Recreational 
fishermen can land 7 fish per trip per person. 



.-t~~~
~ '::- -::."!"'J~~~..,.

CAPTAI~ FRA.-.;K GC\-f PERT JR. 
5146 Kristin Court ~aples. FL 3394: 

_.;•· 

R~r!.'""••IV . • ~ 
Ga ~ .. ,, : 

, ... -
Gult of MVlco Fishery Management Council 
5401 ~est Kennedy Blvd. 
Tampa, :l~nda 33609 

l O I 2 2 / 9 2 Gi.il.i;:,:,<..:.,,;.~, · , -
:ear Sir, 
I attended the public hearing in Naples Florida and I 

have put my response in writing because Mr. Tom Wallin was 
not at the meeting. I think Mr. Wayne Swingle did an 
excellent Job explaining our current crisis. 

ii./
I am strongly opposed to fish traps 1n the Gulf of 

Mexico. The public testomy by Mr. Marty Harris confirmed my 
belief. Mr. Harris has caught 2.200 ;rouper every 10 days for 
the last year. Only 440 of those (l in 5) were legal si:e. 
If you multiply that by only 87 boats, you get 6,890,400 
grouper hauled up from deep water in traps 1n one year. You 
add to that all the non target fish and snapper and you get 
mass destruction of fish populations in the Gulf. He 
testified that he has "lost many traps" and that his "trip 
catches are higher than the data shows". Mr. Rodger 
DeBrewer a biologist stated that many of the fish were 
"punctured" before being released". 

Commercial fishermen in the Gulf of Mexico think that 
there is no limit to what they destroy. You have to limit 
this destruction. Fish traps should be banned which is the 
correct preferred option. They are banned in State waters, 
The South Atlantic and should be in the Gulf too. 

r support Mutton Snapper option l, closing mutton 
s~apper to all fishing during peak spawning season. 
M=. Billy Sanifer owner of a Ft ~auderdale fish house, 
test~fied that the large sows over 2 lbs are difficult to 
sell. Those fish should be allowed to spawn on Riles Hump the 
newest hot spot. They need to protected from mass destructlon 
during spawning aggregation. 

r support the requirement that fish be landed intact. 
If fish are not landed whole, it is hard to enforce the size 
laws. The fish houses will continue to get away with as much 
as they can, Just the cost of doing business. 

r do not support relaxing existing federal reef fish 
permit qualification. We should not be opening up red snappe~ 
to more commercial fishing pressure. If fishermen can find 
a~:e~~ative employment then they should not be given 
:::ommer,:ial permits. This protects the dwindling snapper 
~opulations. We want to decrease effort remember? To many 
:::ommercial fishermen shorten the season and drop the price of 
flsh by glutting the market. 

Captain Frank Gumpert 
Billfish Advisory Panel 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Cc~~=~: 
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October 18, 1992 -To: Oave ~ntnony 
Gu1f of Mexico Fishery Man.1gement Counc i l

From: Perry Kir~land 
P. 0. Box.111 
5'JwannffFL 32692 

Re: Fish Traps 

Dear Dave: 

This letter is in response to concern for tne continuing decline of reef 
fishes in tne Gulf of Ml.>rJco. 

I'm currently 55 years of age and have spent my entire life on the Levy 
ane Dixie County coasts. Each year I have SHn grouper fishing production 
decline and snapper fishing becomealllOSt extinct within the gulf waters 
adjacent to our coast lines. 

Wit~in the past six to eight years fish traps nave become 1110r1 and more 
abundant within our waters as the fish population grew saaller and smal Ier. 

I personally have seen several boats 11110rking traps, witntn tht: 
illlllediate areas I fish, wtlQwerenot properly identified as owning a 
federal reef pennit. Therefore, I have to belteve the govenmnt has no 
idea how many traps are out tl\ert or nowmany fish are taken annually by
tnis method. Also, several ti•s I have seen dozens of Sllalltr fish dead 
and floating o~ top of the water in areas where trap boats were curreBtly
1110rking. · 

\ 

\ 

Most of t~is activity is occurring in 30-80 fHt of wateradjacent to 
the Dixie County coastline. Enforc1111niactivities are practically non
existent. 

Basedupon these Ind other additional facts I believe the 110st practical
thing to do for fisll conservation in the future is to prohibit any and all 
traps froa ~ entire Q,Jf of Mlxieo. 

ByCfteWIYI aa a caaercial fishennan witA all tb• required licenses 
and per11ttstrying to iii• a 1lving fr011the gulf sa• as these "trappers, 11 

(tt'liS includes federal and state trap peraits). 



--

Oct. 21, 1992 

-
Capt. Patrtct Peterson 
275 SeelRue. 
IIIONi,MS39535 
(601) 196-23 �3 
(601) 374-5449 

IUeyne Swingle, 
ENecutlue director, 
&ulf of MeNico Fishery Management Council. 

Mr. Swingle, 

Since tll1 13-incll mjnlmum tize, 7-flsll llmjtl on red snapper, l'ue 
seen• tremendous 1ncre111 In tll1 poputetlon of nu •••Hable to 
recre1t1on11 n111ermen on tit• Ml11111tppl&utf Co11t. 

I support 1111Councll'tpl1nto rel•• tit• minimum11911size of red 
snapper to 16 laclla•. 1111 ••••• 1111lletter. 

I 1110 trust tft1 Co•cll te property m1n1gered 1n1pper for tlle 
meNimum benefit of recre1tlon11 end conunerclel n111ermen. 

However, I ••ttllet tlN c ... enprolllllit commerclel n,111111 onell 
m111-m1den,11ll1uen1 off tlle Ml1•l11lppl C111t. IINllte11111would be 
1 minor s1crtflca te c•merclal flsllernien, pretactlll9 tll111 fl•II 
popul1tlon• 

Ml••••••NI
for recra1tlo111 

C•••••• 
flsftennen u,ould proulde • major boost 

for tll1 econemy tllnugll tlle toart1m and cberter
bo1t indu•trt11. 

In m9 ,,..._, 111111 flsll 111uen1 were wltll t111 dollars for 
recreetllNI flllllrmen. 1111d frona111pertence, I tnn, t111t commercial 
sn,.., Nltl c• flM good c1tclle1 fur111ar offtllon, wftere 
recre1tlo111I110111 c11111ot uenture 111119. 

••1t

Tll•k yn. 

/ 
• -~ . I . -

..1 ,· I ' . / , 

r -- ,, ---- . 
I . '· 

Capt. P1trict Peterson 
·aot st,,.· 
• Con1pir1SE R • 
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-- 8. Allen Patrick 
Diving Rights Committee Chairman 
St. Petersburg Underwater Club 
145 Ramon Way NE 
St. Petersburg, FL 33704 

November 6, 1992 
RECEIVED 
NOV O 9 1992 

GULF msHE~IES COUNC!L

Mr. H. Gilmer Nix, Chairman 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
1408 North Westshore Boulevard 
Suite 916 
Tampa, FL 33607 

Dear Mr. Nix, 

The July/August issue of the Gulf Fishery News stated that 
special management zones off Alabama ware being considered ~here 
spearfishing would ba prohibited. Is this part of Reef Fish 
Amendment 5, which is up for final action in November? What is 
the conservation purpose behind this proposa17 

If Alabama harvest is similar to Florida's, there can be no 
environmental or conservational Justification for such 
restrictions. Where hook and line fishing is allowed 
spearfishing should ba allowed. Spearfishing represents an 
insignificant proportion of fish take in Florida. According to 
National Marine Fisheries Commission data for Florida commercial 
fish landings: 

o Spearfishing accounts for less than three tenths of one 
percent of the overall fish harvest. 

o Baitfish harvest in 1990 from Tampa Say alone was 18.5 
times the total spearfishing harvest in all of Florida! 
(•Florida Ss,ortsman", Sept. '92, p. 59) 

o The great majority of the commercial hogfish harvest is 
by other than spearfishing, i.e. mostly fish traps. 

Spearfishing hes insignificant impact on our fishing resource. 
It do•• not deserve being singled out for restriction in Alabama 
or any other area. If spearfishing was highly proquctiva more 
commercial fish take would be attributed to it. 

Yes, we have a fishery resource to revive. protect. and share. 
Conservation regul•tion should be based upon objective research, 
not emotion, selfishness, or mis-information. However, recent 
news rel•••••• commission meetings, and newspas,er articles 
confirm that attempts are being made to restrict diving and 
spearfishing rights on the Gulf and Atlantic Coasts. 



-- Setting the Perception Straight 

a Recreational bag and size limits apply to both hook and 
line and spearfishing. 

a Spearfishing selects individual fish. With a limited 
air supply, a diver has little time to waste on 
undersized fish. 

o In contrast to hook and line fishing, spearfishing does 
not gamble on which size or species of fish is 
"caught". 

o Hook and line fishing's "big one that got away" often 
does so with hook and line trailing from its mouth. 

o Spearfishing leaves no hook and monofi11ament 
."Dangerous Litter" behind to entangle sea and land 
wildlife. 

o At the Suncoast Seabird Sanctuary not one bird injury 
has been attributed to spearfishing; the majority of 
injuries are attributed to hooks and monofillament 
fishing line. 

o Sport divers often remove and properly dispose of 
abandoned fishing line and oth•r "Dangerous Litter". 

r am not implying that hook and line fishing be outlawea. But ·\
its negative aspects should be considered when establishing 
effective conservation regulations, •specially when they 
discriminate against spearfishing. Allowing hook and line 
fishing, while excluding spearfishing is unjustifiable, 
unreasonable. and unfair. If restrictive zones are the answer, 
make them "no take" zon•s for all types of fishing. Spearfishing 
and hook and lin• interest should join together to effectively 
return fishing to th• abundance it once h•ld. 

 

Where hook and line fishing is allowed ..... . 
spearfishing should be allowed! 

Thank you for your consideration. 

8. Allen ?atrick 

CC: Or. Russ•ll Nelson, FMFC 
Lynn Nettles, Florida Scuba News 
GMFMC M•mbers 
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Jerry F, Wells 
Rt. : Bx 4397 
Crawfordville. FL 3:3:· 
(904) 926-7:75 
September 3, 1992 

Gulf of ~uico Fisheries 
~ana1ement Council 

Lincoln Center Suite 331 
5~0 I W. Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa. Florida 33609 

De3r Sirs: 

This letter is to request your assistince 1nd advice re1ardin1 both le111.ind illeg 1 1 
rrappina of fin fish in the northern Gulf of Muico . 

.-\s an sport fisherman 1nd diver. l have had the ooportunity to examine 1 sample 
oi rr:ips currently bein1 used in my local area. h is my esrimare that less rhan :% ( t...,·o 
perceno of the traps have the required federal ID tll (I did find Ont) and none of the 
rr1ps eumined. 0%. include the required biode1radable escaoedoon. 

The current us11e or rimed disinte1racin1 clips for floaa and lines make ·c-he 
presence of the traps difficult to detect unless you happen to be our oa rllt ri1hr day. 
usu:illy Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday or. you happen to eacouarer a line of traps 
while divin1. When a trap is discovered. the conrenrs are reveali111- No fish is immune. 
""·1th 1rouper. rock bass. hot nose snapper, 1runts and even dead turtles bavin1 been 
encounrered. 

Dererioruion of fish stocks in this area have been dramatic and coincident with 
rhe introduction of commercial traopin1 about three yean 110. I feel a lesson has been 
le:irned with the near demise or redtisll brecdia1 srocks and the impressive return once 
.:ommercial harvestin1 was rnrricced. Perhaps it is rime ro consider conservation efforts 
t'or other fishes. 

( reco1nize rhar commercial fishin1 contributes somerhin1 to ernoloymenr lnd rh:: 
economy. l hope your i:ouacilreco1nizn rhe co,uriburion to the economy from sport 
f ishin1 lnct die potenrial dama1• to rbe economy should stocks be depleted beyond 
re::over"· tP•i� 11'1over-llarvntint wW1 the!le all tn" erricitnr ,nerlt'>Cls lTnemr,tnyr,,i-nr ,n 

both ;omm•ial and sport rislliat sectors is an ualy and RIUDIDCDIprospect if this 1s 
perm I cred llfcon1inuc. 

Plnse advise mt or clle pa1itio11 or your council wirb rnpccr ro commercial I or 
pri-.·3re1 tnpoiaa or risll and whac seeps ire necessary ro eliminart it or esrablish 
mnn1n1ful limirs (restrictive eaou1h to permit re•establishina nocks). 

Sincerely, _/ // 

~l jl/1/1:ltt~ 
/i·••Y;fl. Wells 

.:op~: Sen. Bob Grlh:im 
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F/S!:Rl.l:WRT 

M!MORANCUMFOR: F/SD - Andrew J Kemmerer _.__,/:
4-~~j_/ 

nul0t1GH: F/SEJU • William N. I.indall --,,
,:-;;,~-;r.-

FROM: F/S!Rll - Will.am,t. T~rner 

SUBJECT: Amendment 4 to the Fishery Managemen~ Plan !o~ 
~h• snapper/Grouper Fishery ot the south 
Atlantic•-Posi~ien Paper 

The ~ndersi9ned have reviewed the aw:iject document and recoMend 
disapproval of certain measures. council statt was alerted to 
many def icienci•• th-ro\lghout thca docWDent during the course ot 
0ur advance (informal) r•view and assistanc• was provided in 
revising th• dratt amendment, but many ot the suggestions were 
ignored. Although some shortcoming• can ~e overlooked because o! 
the condition ot the resource and the urgent need tor management, 
we recoamend the tollowin9 measure•~• disapproved !o~ the 
reasons giv•n. 

As;ion 20; ;r11t1r Amb•rjaskspawninq c101u,1 
Th• harvest and/or landing ot greater amberjac:Jc in excess or the 
ca9 limit of th.re• in or tro � the EIZ south ot Cape Canaveral,
Florida vould be proh.q::tited durinq April. 

This measure, diaguiHd as a apavninq closure, actually allows 
the continued. barveat ot greater amberjac:Jc under a generous daily
recreational ba9 lillit.ot three tish. 

The discussion or rational~ presentacl in support ot this measura 
is flavecl in aeveral respects. First, the measure is la~eled as 
a "•pavnift9 c:loaure,• JNt harvest ot greater UlberjacJc is still 
allowed Wider a recreational baq limit ot three tiah. Thia does 
not provide.uxilma protection to the spavnin9 a99raqaticn that 
the -s,ar•1a duiqnecl to protect (National Standard 1).
Altll"9!a the aatnJ,tucle ot recnational harvest ot this species is 
not known, the mal'Nr ot recreational fishermen 1• sw,stantial
and the coastal populou• is burgeoning. · 

second, qreater aa»erjack spawn over a period of Gout thr•• 
months. Selectift9 April as the peak month tor apa~ninq based 
upon 19H lan1Un9a (a •11191• data point) do•• not •••• q 

) .. ~ ~;t;.:.,.u,.,,.,e,&.:S-1;@7  
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appropriate. Spawning peaks depend upon a num.cer ct conditi . 
that may vary trom season co season, and do not follow c~e $ 

pattern every year. To more eompletely bracket t~• spawning 
eye:;•, we w~uld suggest a closure d_urin9 the entir• tnree-month 
per1c.. ~.rd, the prot,ctio~ at~ord~d ~y this measure ~ay ~ot 
translate into the 19, r•duc~1on 1n t1sh1n9 mortality whieh ; 5
equivalent to ~he April li89 estimate 0t Floricla am.be~jacJc ... 
landinqs. It 1s not clear that this landings estimate is for :h; 
area or ~pawnin9 only or tor th• eritire state, includinq the Cul! 
ot Mexico. Also, since Florida do•• not prohicit the sale of 
recreationally cau9ht tish, an Wllcnovn por1:ion ot ~i• amounc 
must be attricuted to tish sold oy the recr••~ional sector. 
(Anglers with a Saltwater Products ~icenae, and tor certain 
fishes, a Restricted Species Endorsem&nc, may sell tish eaYght
under ba9 limits. Most chart•r boat captains, especially tha ioo 
or so in the Florida Keys, q,,2ality.) 'l'heretore, res~:iict.ing
coi=ercial harvest to baq limits would not necessarily produce a 
reduction in .tishin9 mortality equiv_alent to 191, as stated .. 

Lastly, the tinal para9raph ot the discussion seems t0 be 
qraspin9 for so•• sort ot juatitica~ion of the meas\ll'a propQsed,
but makes little sense. 

"Harvest up to t.ne recreational ba9 limit ia being all0wed 
to proaote p\mlic underatandin; ot and compliance with the 
ba9 lillit reC)Ulations. Chan9in9 Che ba9 limit to zero !or 
one manta would bave limited biolo,ical benefit• and era~---, 
siqniticant nec,ative pw,lic and •ntorc-nt costs. Thar. 
aquity "in 1uvinq t:1\e recreational fishery open during th 
April liaited area ~oaercial closure in ~t ~• commercial 
tisbery 1• not l1Jlited by a qgota wbile the recrea~ional 
fishery opantn under a l-tish ba9 limit.• 

Chanqin9 the ba9 liait to zero only for one month may produce 
liaited biol09ical benefits, but tho•• ~enetita certainly would 
ca great.er than tho•• ruultin9 fro•• l-fiu ba9 limit and, it 
continued throu9!1ou~ 1:lle 3-sonth spawnincJ uason, ~e measur• 
ai9ht even produce sipitican~ ltiol09ical benefits. Lilcawisa, i~ 
is not clear Vby a aero ba9 liait voulcl coat any aore to entorc:e 
than would a 3•fish N9 liait. Finally, it ••- that zaro 
liliiU voulcl •er1e to proao~• pUblio unclentahdil\9 ot caq limits 
•• well u 3•flall liaica. Total cloaure aay even 9ain some 
rupeec fraa a fiallin9 pw,lio that expects ua Nla'S and councils 
to aanac,e ancl c~nauve OU&" fishery naourc:ea. 

Rejectecl Op,1&1on2, ~t voulcl have problltitecl Ue·bar,ea1: and 
landift9 Of c,nahr UNrj&clc clurinc, KUc:11, April, and Kay in the 
EZI, VOllJ..dbe tu pntarrecl option to conMrY• this resource. 

ASliea 21; KYtten IDIPME ' sga,mir,q et9 �ur1 
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This measure would prohibit the ha~••~ ~nd/or landing ot ~ut~=~ 
snapper in excess-ot that allowed ~1th1n the snapper aggreqa:a
baq limi~ (10) in 0r from the iEZ during May •nd June. Th.s 

- m•••lilr• does net preclude commercial tisainq during this ti~e 
long as the harvest does noc exceed the bag limit. 

Although somewhat dittarent, the same concern• are present here 
that applied to the preceding measure. Th• main ditterences are 
that a two-month closure is reccuended insotar •• May and June 
nave been identitied as p•ak spavnin9 months: however, the exten~ 
ot the spawning season is not notad. Also, the a99regaea snappe:
baq limit is 10. Even though there is no evidence that mutton 
snapper is overtished, the proposed ••••ure does not afford 
adequate protection to prevent overfishing of tbe resource 
(National Standard l). Curing spawninq sea•ons. fishes are ve~y
aq9ressive: therefore, it is likely that fi•heraeri exploiting a 
spawning a99re9ation will till the entire bag limit with that 
particular species. Allowinq the harvest of as many as 10 mutto~ 
snapper per person may not deter couercial ventures on spawni~g
a;qreqations. Although we aqree that spavnin9 closures can 0e 
beneficial, this is no~ a closure. Th• measure would gain mora 
support it it raduead tha harvest ot such li~•ral numbers ot 
mutton snapper during '!hat period. However, a pronibieion on all 
harvest throughout the entire spawnin9 a99re9ation period would 
be ~h• mo•t conacion~le approach to conserve this resouree. 

Based upon~• preceding, ve r•cou•nd disapproval ot both 
"spavnin9 closures." Th• Council should re-examine these 
measure• in th• context ot providin9 protection to the resour~ 
by extenclin9 the "closure• periods Md J:»yreduc:in9 the allowa.b 
catdl levels substantially, pnteruly to zero. Fishes are 
hiqhly vulneral:».le vhen aqgr~ated tor spavninq, and abculd ce 
attorded uxiawa prot~ion durinq thia period, especially attar 
council's expruaed concern that ;reater auerjac~ is already
••overfished" and a distinct potential tor "overtishinq" mutton 
snapper-exists. It th .. • "1pavnin9 clo � urea" are approved, tor 
vbatever reasons, 
~t ve expe~ th•••the Council should, at a � iniaw1, be notitied 

measures to be �odit1ad •• aoon as possible 
to provid•·tr••t•r asaurance a9ain•t ov:•rf1sninc,. 

AAAiRD21; ltRHl•t• Pi•b nu, 
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tollows .. (Incidentally, no rati0nala is presented to suppor 
allowance ot black sea baas traps.) 

·e 

· c:artaitfl discussion elements that are used to rationalize a can ::"\ 
tish traps appear to have little or no application to the ac~ior. 
being proposed. Statements such as, "Traps are in•x~ensive, 
easily constructed, easy t0 use, fish unattended, catch a wide 
ranc;e ot species not caught by oth_er gear, 11 and ate:., are 
irrelevant to the proposed ban and are not totally acc~rate. Th• 
cost ct a trap is dependent upon the material used in i~s 
construction, vhil• the mechanics ot e0nstructin9 a trap vary
with the conti9Ur&tion and the features required by re9ulation. 
At any rate, many of the ·trap characteristics m•n~ioned have n0 
relation to the proposed action. 

Other attributes that are credited to tish traps apply equally
well to other 9ear, c:omaerci&l and recreational alike. Trap,s a~a 
criticized because they ~allow economic exploitation ot low 
density tish stoc~s, and allow fishing where ether methods are 
uneconomical or have ~•come uneconomical becau•e ot overtishing
and are able to be tished over a wid• ran9• of dapth, bottcm 
typea, and conditions." Fr•• market tore•• and desires of sport
tisheraen to catch their ~•9 limit• dictate tnat ha~e•t methods 
must be econo � ical •• juat like any other wain•••· Thus the 
sa � e stataent re9ardinq harveat of lov density tish stocks is 
equally true ot artificial reets. It tiah ot certain spaci1s
v•r• concentrated to the extent that they could be readily ,, 
exploited by hcok-and•line 9ear, there would be littl• need~~ 
l:Nild aniticial re•t• or tiab attractin9 d•vic••· Just as very 
tev tiahea are concentrated enough to suppo~ vi~l• commer~ial 
anterpri••• by hook and line, artificial reets and fish 
attractin9 device• are used by many recreational t1sh•rm•n and 
recreationally supported tishinq enterprises, sucb as th• ehar~e~ 
ooat and hea~oat indu•,:ry, ~o •u•tain their operations. 

Th• diac:uaaion continues atatinq that, "trap• are bul>cy,•• (This
has nothinq to do vitll the propo•ed action, vbatsoever.) 1 "result
in trap lo•• ancl poat tiahin9,• (If trap• veren•t tished, none 
would be lo•~- At any rate, 9host fishing can be accaptllly
controlled by d-,raclable panela.), "catcm •paci•• ~•t were not 
traditional food tisb,~ c~in valuecl species could be pr0t1etad 
by aiaply pnlliltitin9 ~• harv••t and po•••••ion ot th••• 
spacie � , if vanantecl. Many ot the fish talcen ))y traps are diva 
ancl in auiu.Jtl• condition to aurvive when r•l•••ed it retention 
ia pcoauJli~.), •are f1ahed nur live 1'cttoa causin9 ha~itat 
~nn•te~• (%n01wlint tllia •• rationale for el111inatint the trap
tisllery point• to ~iatenci•• vit.11 prwioua 11a11a9uen~ 
action•. tor anapper 9r0uper speciu. tn J'anuary 1919, th• u1• ot 
travl neu vaa pa-obiltitecl in the •napper-9l'Ollper fishery betvaen 
capa Hatteras, lfC, and cape canaveral,. n,, to prevent f!amaqe to 
liv• bOttoa huitat. Thia would tend to indicate that so•• live 
bottom habitat exists north of cape Canaveral. 'the reasoning 
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seems inconsistent because the propclad 1ction prohi~its the use 
ot fish traps south ot Cape Canaveral While allowing th• 
continue4•··use ct clac:k ~•• bass tra~s to the north. fljP"is ':"'"' 
greatest in I th cam U. n to alimi e ... r. = traoi 

. t · ra s compare tot• excessive nuee. 
o c • caan trap• used n • amendmeift·--
\kilt; aurazacaschi nw«!Jit Sf lish tfapi th ehe south A~lantie 
E!Z at~ 6,000: fish traps are prohibited i~ Florida waters. 
Tha obvious question that surfaces is, wny aren't measures being
taken to ban the fflor• than on• mi~lion spiny lobster and stone 
crab traps U\at are tished in state and tederal waters ott 
Florida? Many crustacean trap• are weiqhted with po~r•d concrete 
in the bottoa that would increase the potential tor habitat 
damaqe. Raviever• must conc:l\tde that attention simply has n0t 
been focused .on cni•~acaan traps ~•~•uae crua~aceana are not 
fished by hook and line.) "result in a bycatch ot vnich a p0rti0"
dies upon release," (bycatcn and rel•••• mortality occ~r in ill 
fisheries. However, survival rate ot released tish is probably
hi9h•r in th• trap fishery than in any o-cher because many ot the 
fish ar• alive and uninjured by hoots when brouqht t0 the 
surface. survival estimates ot released tiah range trom 53 to s1 
perc•n~, mueh hiqhar than docwiiented tor any net or hook-and•lin• 
fishery.) "result in qear and user qroup contlict, 11 (No evidence 
is presented to aupport. tha alleqation.) "and existing 
requlation• are extreaely ditticult or impo•siola to entorc:e,"
(Many r9CJUlations ar• ditticult to entorce, but none is 
illlposaible.· Fiab trappers have outlined a t•••ibl• una9ement 
pr09ru t.hat vaa rejected summarily by the council. ·Research 
summa.rizad in~• 1MPuendment concludes that traps are a 
manaqeable 9ear, but the Council swmurily rejected this also. 
The·majority ot the Council meuership apparently has decided 
aqainat vorkinq within the confines ot th• data base, bue seems 
determined to eliainate th• tiah trap tiahery.) 

Atter the ·~catterc,un approac:h in th• openin9 para9rap~ of the 
discus•ion ~t brac:k•tacl ever.(thin; tro � nuu to bolts, th• nex~ 
thr•• pages ot the diac:u••ion tarqetecl specific problems tailored 
to auppon Qe eliaination of tisb trapa. 

·1'h• next parap-aph stat•• that the ~•P issue ia c:rJ.tical t0 
Florida, •and in tile lont t•Z"t!I to the entire South Atlantic .. -
Florida ••• psalU.bited the use ot fiab trap• in 1980. Th•r• 
have been many,~- sine• then due to the inconsistency
between .Ute and federal retul,ations. Tb• snapper irouper
reaourc• off the Florida Atlantic coast baa continued to 
decline.• ts o male• the coMecticn 
~ a 
a trap ha • • ur,eon population of 
recreational fiallenen aloft9 the south Atlantic coaat and 
especially in Florida bas a aora direct nlatiouhip to the 
decline of sna~uper ruourc•• tllan allot tbe co1111ercial 
ettorta c:ouinecl. Tile inconaiatenc:y between st.ate and tederal 
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... regulation may make Florida's prohibiti0n on tish traps ~ore 
dittieult to enforce, but snapper-grouper resources occur 
pradoJIP.inantly in tedaral -aters and·are legally managad ~ndet 
taderal law. Unquestioned and unconditional extension o: Flor~da 
regulations into taderal waters would amoun~ t~ reverse 
supersession unl••• the removal ot traps can be justified under 
the tanats ot the Maqnuson Act: such justitications are not 
·apparent in this case. · 

The next paraqraph, which possialy should have been par-c 0! the 
above paragraph, states that, "Available data indicaee ehat 
approximately 91 of all Florida snapper and 9rouper are taken by 
tish tr•~•."· cone ot the literature citat.iona in eh• a:uena:'\\ent 
plac:es the estimate as low as ll troa 1912-1988.) However, "t!".e 
council concluded 1:hat the 91 fiqure waa an ~ndere � timata o! 
actual tish trap harvest," based upon reported landings tor l9aa~ 
which "vere aiqniticantly underea1:imated." In the next 
paragraph, an extrapolation is pr•••nted based upon documented 
catch•• by 6 tish trappers. The results indicated that catch cy 
traps amounted to 391 ot the total 1911 cou•rcial catch. If the 
1988 commercial landin9s were "sic,nificantly underestima tad,'' an 
upward extrapolation ot trap landin9s vithout adjuatinq total 
landin9• vould overestimate the percent contril:lution by traps.
Therefore, the council'• contention that ruuildin9 snapper
grouper resources vill be n~atively impacted ~y tisb trap 
harveac bec:au•• of th•••inflated harveac ••tiaat•• are 
inauppo~aale. Also, there is no clue•• to the composition o~ 
th• survay aaaple, 1.e., whether the• trappers w•r• tull-ti~e 0~ 
par1:•tille fishenen, or Nth. Suell calculatioM exceed the 
limitations ot the data, and in our opinion, compro•i•e the 
integrity ot the una9nent process. 

Th• council ·next concluded that, "trapa are non-selective cy size 
and by specie• (e.9., reel 9nuper recruit to the hook and line 
fishery at around it• and to the trap fishery at around ll") 
... The �eab aiaes required to correlate vith the 20" minimum 
sizes would be ao 1•1'9• •• to re•ult in de tacto prohibiti0n on 
use of tiab trapa.• Pint, no reference i• citad tor th• rad 
grouper exaaple, nor i• it rusonaJ:tle: siae at capture may be· 
110n related to uea• tiahed t!lan to 9ear sel~ivity. Next, why
did the Council illpoaa a 12• •iae liait on racl 9roupu • years
a90 Wilen t!aey an~ nc:ruitacl to the hooJc•and-lin• fishery
until 11•? Pinally, it dou not utter bac:au.e �oat trapped tis~ 
can 1M releuecl alive. The atat•ent re9ardinf th• correlation 
of _trap Mab •ia• vitJl 20• ainiaua aiaea is ~ly unreasonable. 
Whatwould ••ne utile basi• for •ucb an aftion vben there are 
uny specie• la the aanapaent W\it vi.th "o •iae limits 
whatsoever, and••• vith lover •1&• liaita? ronnalat o 
workaale · • co~•isJU 1:h~P.t~• • 
Al reviou ntent~l-1.__.~~llllil~~~~~~---
u acapeaent ot saall uven 
mini11wa aiz•. If �oat fish be 
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released alive, then trtB-1 nro~aef tl ictin,;,,,1,, s 
than any other gear, t'neluding nooxan 

arlff
ne . .. 

Next, the amendment states tha c, "t.raps 1Jnnecessarily kill an 
abundance o: tropical tish becau~• Chey harvesc anqel !ish, · 

- tangr, parrot tish, etc •... S1nce March l, l-991 the st.ite o: 
rlorida has prohibited the harvest ot tropical. tish ... 
Allowing tish traps in taderal ~•tars wc~ld make Florida's 
regulati_0ns dittic:ult, it noe impoJasi.bla, ti, entcrce. . . . 11 The 
trap industry proposed size and trip limits for these species i~ 
their proposal to requlate the trap fishery. The propos~l was 
rejected by the Council. It there ia good cause to prohibit the 
harvest ot th••• species, then simply prohibit their harvest aria 
possession so that they will not be t•rqeted in tederal ~ater3. 

Tha next several paragraphs allude to the difficulty ot entorcinq
tish trap measures. Here aqain, th• industry ottered means ot 
policinq the trap tishery by accommodatinq observers on their 
vessels, and at their expense, to ensure compliance wieh !ish 
trap laws. They also aqreed to permanent revocation ot permits 
attar two major violations. Admittedly, without such a procedure 
trap violations would be ditticult to enforce: however, many
other rules req,,air• at•••• surveillance, such as the so-tathom 
restriction on botto � lon9lin••· 

-Another problem all~ded to is the effect of the· selective removal 
ot herbivores on th• health ot coral reeta. It this problem can 
be documented, then the supporting eviduaca could be-used co 
prohi1'it the harvest of th•••spaci•• in the trap tishery rather 
thaft to eliainata the uap fishery. Mo•t of th•••species are 
probably the•••• on•• discussed regardin9 the unnecessary kill 
of tropicals, sucb •• an9eltiah, tan9s, parrottiah, ate. 

Finally, the discussion concludes with a ccncern tor eonsisteney
with Florida'• coa•tal.Zone ProcJru, and the prohibition ot tish 
traps by a DYmberot countries <9,q. l•nY41) (emphaais added).
Th• focus ot thia diacuaaion indicate• a � isunderstandinq ot th• 
authority of the council and, in tum, the Sacretary ot Commerce 
(Secretary) to r.JUl.•1:• tiaheri•• under the MatJnuson Act and the 
coastal Zone Nana9aent A=. Three condition•.aust be satistiad 
before the Sec:retazy can iaplaent any fishery r99Ulation: Cl) 
the r-.ulation auat M n•Gea••ry aftcl appropriate tcr the 
conaer,acion and aana9 ... nt of th• fishery: C2) i c must be of a -
type c:onteaplated by the Ka9nuson Act: and C 3) it must be 't1,
conaia1:ent v11:h tll• national •~•ndarda an~ t.her provisions 0t {..:.;'
the llatftUOn Act and other applicable lav\JI tnsut 
infonati ia r•••nted to suppor-c • tindi • 

• tor 

a 
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deemed inconsistent with National Standard 4, which requires -·-~-=
any allocation ot fishing privileges (e.c;., by c;ear type) :THU· .· ~ 
tair and equitable, According tot~• Magnuson Act, an FMPmai 
incorpcrate coastal seata c0nservat10n and manac;ement maasures 

. only~ they are eonsis~ent with the abcve three criteria, and 
they only need to be consistene to the maximwa extent practieal, 
not identical with th• tedarally approved coastal zone manaq1men~
plan ot a state. Since 1984, use ot tish traps in tederal vaters 
has been considered to be consist•nt to the uximwa extent 
practical with Florida's Coastal Zone Management Plan. In a 
recent memo, the Assistant Administrator tor Fisheries CNM1S)
warned that suojugatinq Federal responsibility ~o provincial
objectives could dilute th• efficacy of federal marine resource 
manaq•••nt proqrr2a. He stated that, "We must all~• more 
vigilant in quarclin9 aqainst attempts to int•r~er• with Federal 
responsibility tor mana9in9 fisheries and protected resources 
throuqh the coastal Zone Kana9u,.ent Act;" (me� o to Regional and 
sci•nce Directors, May 20, 1991.!J 

 

ovinq to its in•ular zocqe09raphic condition, r•t•rencing
Bermuda's banninq ot tish traps to support similar action in th• 
!EZ off the sou~eastern U.S. is inappropriate. It coMotes a 
misunderstanding ot the rol• that the continental shelt and 
associated nutrient syst•u play in ecoaystus suppo~inq marine 
lite. waters ott small islands, such•• Bermuda, are noe very
productive because of~• lov nutrient levels and li•ited shelf 
area; whereas, waters oft the coastal states ot the southeaster" 
United States qenerally are vary productive due to nu~rients · 
supplied by runoff troa 1•%9• rivers and the pruenc:e ot an 
ex1:,naive continental ahelt. Moreover,. thu• insular exaJDplas
likely deaonstrat• ta1lun to adequately aana,e trap fisheries 
more than the inherent evil of trap•. Major tiahin9 powers, such 
••Japan.Australia, and N•v Zealand, have trap fisheries 
0peratin9 in . their vaten., 

{obviously, th• Council ha• atrayecl tar beyond the limits ct the 
existin9 data ltaae to propose alillination of the fish trap
tishery. Aa conecientioua plan revieven ve cannot support th• 
approval ot a ... nr• to •liainate fish tnp• vhan viul• 
alternativ .. for una9in9 the gaar are availule. Accordingly,
the Wldeni;ned 1'9'1ieven, :-ecoaaend that th• three aeasures 
acldruaed ill UU. -orandU2 be disapproved ancl ret•n•d back . to ~ 
council t.or oonaiclention ot alternative una9•ant approaches~ 

a 
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TAB C NO. ISCc..~ 
RECEIVED 
SEP 1 8 1992 

GULFFISHERIESCOUNCIL 

September 16, 1992 

Mr. H. Gilmer Nix, Chairperson 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
5401 W. Kennedy Blvd. -- Suite 881 
Tampa, FL 33609 

re: Mutton Snapper 
New Regulations 

Dear Mr. Nix: 

Project ReefKeeper and its members •e alarmed by the ctamatic decrease in 
reaeational catches of mutton snapper observe;d over the last few years in the Gulf of 
Mexico. We see this dedine as an early w•ning of future overaB lower landings and 
depleted stocks. We are also concerned about fishing during times of peak spawning 
activity - especially in areas wh«e these fish are known to congegate in spawning 
aggregations. 

Project ReefKeeper is a national non-profit conservation organization 
exclusivef y dedicated to the protection of coral reefs and their maine life. In this 
regard. we have activefy worked for yearswith the Gulf Council on fish•y 
management plans and issuesaffecting Gulf reef fish and coral resources. 

In order to remedy the curent situation and ~•vent the ~obabfe depletion of 
mutton snapper spawning stocks, we formally request that the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Council adopt S1rong meast,es to i:rotect the known mutton snapper 
aggegate spawning •ea of Riley's Hump n..- the Dry Tortuga& by prohibiting all 
fishing in the Riley's Hump area cilring the known mutton snapper peak spawning 
months of May. and June. 

In addilon. we re~est that the minimum size limit fer mutton snapper be 
inaeased to 17• to affowthesefish the opportunity to achievesexual maturity and 
contribute to the repleniehmentof the stock before they•• fished. 

Mutton Snapper Stocks 
Art Moving Towards Depletion 

Council data shows that recreational landings of mutton snapp• have 
deaeased cramatically in the Gulf of Mexico since 1981. Over the past ten years. a 
ctear downward trend has been documented, culminating for the 3 moat recent years 

Project ReefKeeper 
CARIBBEAN REGION OPERATIONS CENTER PACIFIC REGION 

Suite 1271 Suite 1121 Suite 6-402 
(;;:i~tilln n,:1,1U:::11r 



(1989 - 1991) in an 80% decline from 1981-1984 a11t1rageannual catch levels 
(GMFMC, August 1'!92). It is also clear that this decade-long downward spiral in 
mutton snapper catch can be expected to continue if the regulata-y status quo is 
maintained. 

Although Council data also shows that commercial catches of mutton snapper 
have remained comp•ativefy stable from 1986 to 1991 (GMFMC, August 1992), the 
Council still needs to be concerned that this app•ent stability in landings may be the 
deceptive result of increased fishing effort and/or the pr09"essivediscovery, targeting 
and exhaustion of spawning agg-egations of this slow-g-owing fish. 

When that possibility is factcred in, there is a dear need to take action now 
befcre mutton snapper stocks are criven down ft.nher. 

Present Regulations Are Inadequate 
Currently, the only limit to mutton snapper fishing in the Gulf of Mexico is a 

reaeational bag limit of 10 fish per day. There .-e no existing commercial a overall 
quotas established na are there closed seasons. There is no limited en1ry to this 
fishery, so only a basic federal permit is neecjed to fish commercially for mutton 
snapper. Present regulations do not limit mutton snapper fishing in any way d11ing 
known spawning times or in known spawning .-eas. 

This has to change. We must safegu•d Otl" remaining mutton snapper 
spawning sites and aggregations before they are lost. 

Bilay•• Hump NattdllProtaction 
Riley's Hump, located some 60 mHes west of Key West, is the only known 

rema1,11i19area of mutton snapper spawning agg-egation in U.S. Gulf waters 
(GMFMC, August 1992). Otherspawningsites,such as the one at WesternDry Rocks 
immediately south of Key West, were decimated ye•s ago and have never recovered 
((GMFMC, July 1992). Riley'sHump willbe nextif regulationsare not createdto help 
remedy the situation. 

It would be scientificallyunacceptableto stv'ug off the documented 
disappe•ance of 01her mutton anapper spawning agg-egations based on the 
simplistic assumptionthat 1he fish moved to another site. Mutton anapper do not 
generally migrate or move in that manner (Thomson and Munro, 1983). 

""-~·~ .. -

Protection of mutton snapper spawning sitesis a very impcrtant issue if we 
intend to keep and maintain a Guff mutton snapper population and fishery. Yet 
some of the most intensive fishing presstl"eon reef fish populationsoccc.n over 
spawning aggregations (Olsen and LaPlace, 1978). Thus, we could eventually lose 
this fishery altogether if we do not protect the time and•- where mutton snapper 
choose to spawn. 

We request the closing of Riley's Hump to all fishing during May and June to 
ensure that mutton snapper reproduce in sufficient numbers dl.ring ther peak 
spawning season (Closure Option 5, GMFMC August 1992). 



Based on red snapper release information, 33% of mutton snapper caught 
would not ~rvive their release (GMFMC, August 1992). Just as troubling, there is no 
evidence to show tffflt, once released, any of the fish would still be able to spawn. 
This is why Riley's Hump should be closed to aJI fishing -- to protect the fish from 
release mortality and safegu1rdthem from S1resses dt.ring a peak spawning p.-iod. 

Closing this area for a shat period of time would affect reaeational fishermen 
very little since the best season fa recreational mutton snapper fishing activity is 
during the wint• (GMFMC, August 1992). Commercial fishermen may lose a little 
di.ring these months of closa,e of the area, but they will still be able to fish the rest of 
the Gulf fer mutton snapper~ any other reef fish. 

By allowing the mutton snapper to reproduce, the closure of Riley's Hump 
would be an investment in the future of the fishery fer all. 

Mutton Snapper Minimum 
Catch Size Should Be Increased 

The present minimum size limit on mutton snapper is 12 inches. However, 
current stucies show that this fish is a stow <3CNterwhich probably becomes sexually 
mature at 17 inches - not 12 inches (Mason and Manooch 1985, Palazon and 
Gonazalez 1986, Pozo 1979). · 

It is necessary to inaease the minimum size limit to 17 inches to make sure that 
the fish can reproduce themselves befae being caug,t. This would allow the juvenile 
12-inch mutton snapper an extra yHr to <3owand then reprocllce. 

The fishery would benefit in two ways. The more fish that can reproduce, the 
mae fish there will be to be caught by fishermen. Number of fish caught will inaease. 
And, because the fish will be bigger, the yield in pounds will increase even mere. 

The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Flaida M•ine 
Fisheries Commission have both taken prudent preventive action to safegu1rd the 
future of the mutton snapper population and fishery. The Gulf Coundl can do no less. 

Project RNfKeeperformally requests the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 
Council to enact Option 5 (Cloee the re9on of Riley's Hump to aufishing adivity during 
the months ot Jay and June) and Option 7 (Increase the minimum size limit fer mutton 
snapper fromh inches to 17 inches total length). 

Thank you for your attention and consideration. 

Sincerely, fH-_ 
c/&ip~~~ 

ALEXANDER STONE 
Director 

AS:hm / cc: GMFMC Members 
enc: Literature Cited 
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- P.O. Box 1020 • 126 West Cleveland • Aransas Pass, Texas 78336 
Telephone (512) 758-5024 • FAX (512) 758-5853 

GULF OP MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
NOVEMBER 18, 1992 

HOLIDAY INN, SARASOTA LONGBOAT KEY 
SARASOTA, FLORIDA 

Public Testimony 

ARTIFICIAL REEFS 

DESIGNATION OF SPECIAL MAHAGBMBl1T ZORBS 

Wilma Anderson, Executive Director 

Texas Shrimp Association opposes any de~ignation of "Special
Management Zones," and the continuing increase in reefs in 
trawlable bottom until a full comprehensive Gulf Reef Program is 
established by the Council and the State Agencies 

Rationale: The. concentration of obstructions, oil and gas 
platforms in the Gulf of Mexico has diminished trawlable bottom and 
increased gear loss in the shrimp fishery. Upon the closeout of 
foreign fishing waters to u. s. vessels and the offshore drilling 
in the Gulf of Mexico has forced the vessels into concentrated 
areas for fishing. The objective to continue to topple rigs that 
originally was intended to be removed and trawlable bottom returned 
to the fishing industry has now been reversed in theory of 
artifical reefs in present rig locations, rigs to be moved into 
inshore areas of prime fishing grounds. 

Industry ia now in the process of obtaining bycatch data in shrimp 
trawls. Dldu � try will look to the Council and all agencies, that 
rigs to reef will present mitigation and credit must be given to 
industry for loss of fishing grounds by 1994 when the bycatch 
program terminates. 

At the last Council Meeting the Artificial Reef Committee had a 
briefing from the various states. 

Alabama: Under this program more than 6,000 reefs had 
been placed offshore by individual fishermen. 



Mississippi: No number stated on inshore reefs or 
offshore reefs, but reefs exist off Mississippi. 

Louisiana111 Louisiana has 4,000 oil and gas rigs that 
must be removed by year 2000. State intent is to topple 
or move most of these rigs for reefs. 

Current Reef Fund in Louisiana$ 3.1 million 

Texas: Reef program structured like Louisiana, number of 
present reefs not stated or the number of intent off 
Texas. 

Current Reef Fund in Texas over$ 1 million. 

Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission: Supported 
special management zones by the Council to regulate gear 
on reefs. 

Amendment 6 to the Shrimp Fishery Management Plan addresses: 

Problems in the Fishery 

Loss of gear and trawling grounds due to man-made 
obstructions. 

Specific Jlanageaent Objective � 

Minimize adverse effects of obstructions to shrimp
trawling. 

Apparently the Council does not have correlating objectives in the 
various fishery management plans. 



BETTERFISHING FOR YOU! TAB 
FloridaleaguecJanglers,inc

C- NO.!iL~
. 
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~-
:--lovember 6., 1992 

Wayne Swingle, Executive Director, 
~ulf of M~xico Fishery Management Council 
J401 \.J, Kennedy 81 1.'d., Ste. 331 
Tampa, FL 33609 

RECEIVE
NOVuS 1992

D 

Dear Mr. Swingle, 

Ter. ~cnt~s o.ft8r :h~ South'At1antic Fisherv Management 
Ccuncil banned wire mesh fish traps in the wate~s und~r its 
iurisdicticn, divers are still finding "ghost traps" filled 
:i.:h ~any species 0f marine life and piles of skeletons. 

I: has been well established by federal and state rese~rc~ 
3g~ncics that wire mesh fish traps harm not only the fishery 
r~scurce but marine habitat also. 

Ther,~ o.re oth1~r types of commercial gears availc1ble for 
harvesting reef fish that do not have such devastating effec:s 
on :he resource and the environment. 

Florida Lea~ue of Anglers, therefore, urges not only tha: 
·.•::.re mesh fish traps be banned in all waters of the Exclusi·h~ 
Economic Zo~e 0f the Gulf of Mexico, but that verification be 
r~11Ji.r,~d from each fish trap permittee that all permitted 
~ire mesh fish traps have been removed from the Gulf cf ~exicc 
by a specified date. 

Sincerely,
,,-· -

- VI_.;-~ ''Ji'··,,..-j,~ 
~g _ e Turner 

- 4 v / 

President 
ET.Ins 



RECEl1Jr:i, 

0r,r .~ D 1~92 

October 27. 1992 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
Lincoln Center 
Suite 331 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

Gentlemen: 

We have viewed Bi 11 Parka' video "FISH TRAPS - EXP!.OS IVE 
DECOMPRESS ION" and agree with his stance that fish • traps 
should be prohibited throughout the Gulf of Mexico for- the 
following reasons: 

1. Fish unattended in cages (ghost traps) 

2. Indiscriminate killing of ornamental marine fish 

3. Because the adult species of ornamental fish are 
being killed, this leaves less breeding stock to 
perpetuate the species. 

Because of these three points described above, the Marine 
Aquarium Society of the Palm Beaches strongly recommends the 
outlawing of all fish traps, as documented in the video, in 
the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. 

Sincerely, 

d~LCA. 
David Sinn ) 
President, MASPB 

DS/jmv 
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KSC BARRACUDAS 
:i,J :3::x2'C23 Kenneay SoaceCenter. Ficr•ca 32: · ~ 

RECf~t! 

OCTi 2 1992 

October 8, 1992 

Wayne Swingle 
Executive Director GMFMC 
5401 w. Kennedy Blvd, Suite 881 
Tampa, Fl 33609 

The members of our dive club support Project ReefKeeper in a 
request to have Fish Traps prohibited in Gulf waters to prevent 
further distruction to the reefs and non selective killing of 
sea life and juvenile reef fish communities. 

~e urge you to continue with public hearings and move forward 
to establish such Fish Trap bans as will allow the preservation 
and maintainance of our reef populations. 

Sincerely 

Grace Hampton, Chair 
Environmental Committee 
KSC Barracuda Dive Club 

.::v 3:.:.,:: ::'-.-::; 5-<1\J.:.~;C SC ... 8A DIVING C:..1

'LARGEST DIVE CLUB IN THE SOUTHEAsr· 

.., 
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PANAMA CITY BOATMAN ASSOCIATION 
P. 0. BOX 9790. PANAMA CrIY BEACH.FL 32417 

(DedJ.ated to the Conservation of our renewable Manne Resources! 
Gulf of ~exico Fishery ~anagement Council 

Sarasota, Florida 
~ovember 18, 1992 

~r. Chairman and ~embers of the Council, 
~Y name is Doug Blevins. President of the Panama City 

Boatman Association, Panama City, Pl. Our organization 
consist of recreational fisherman and charter boat Captains 
and owners. Our comments on Amendment 5 are as follows: 

1. Fish Traps. 
We prefer the ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS 1, STATUS QVO
RETAI~ CURRE~T TRAP RULES. 
Our reasons for this recommendation are: 
A, Traps are already prohibited from use 1n 

stressed areas. 
B. A moratorium on additional permits is 1n effect 

until 1995. 
c. Assuming, that 87 fisnermen have 100 traps each, 

any change in the existing rules could result in 
the loss of income for these people. The loss of 
the traps along would cost each fisherman 
$5000.00 by your estimates. 

D. The cost of enforcement would be passed on to 
an industry that can not absorb hisher operating 
fees. Since the total catch from traps represent 
only one percent of commercial landings we do 
not feel that the problem at this time is great 
enought to warrants attention. 

,., Special ~anagement Zones. 
We prefer ALTER~ATIVE OPTIONS D. STAT~S QUO. 

The recommendation for changes is this area 
are based on the problems that resulted from 
early closure of the snapper season in 1992. To 
react to this problem without proper data would be 
considered CRISIS ~ANAG!~E~T AT ITS WORST. The data 
referred to is determining if artificial reefs 
produce fish or attract fish from other areas. 

3. Pra � ework measure. We prefer ALTERNATIVE OPTION 2. 
STATUS QUO. 

The adoptions of this measure would 1ive the 
Council more power than the laws of che land allow. 

4. Landini Requirements. We prefer the ALTERNATIV! 
OPTION, with the chan1• of wordin1 to read, 
"e1:cludin1 oceanic mi1ratory species and amberjack", 
We have been told- that the core lenath of amberjack 
is address in other rules. 

S. Permit Requirements. 
We prefer ALT!RNATIV! OPTIONS 1 with one slight 

change. The time limit should be chens•~ to four 



-years instead of three years because of the 
uncertainty of the 1993 snapper season. 

6. ~ed Snapper Size timits, 
We prefer STAT~S QuO Because the fishery is 

lmproving with the current regulations. :ncreasing 
the size limits would increase the mortality race 
because of additional release requirements. Give c~e 
cu:renc regulations in effect a chance co work. Ou~ 
c~ar:er i~duscri is still recovarin~ from the ~ass~~~ 
amount o~ reg~tacions chat were impose upon us -~ :~~ 

~asc :~w years. !he Socioeconomic statement 
:on:ains the wor-: ",Hlticipaced" and "pc-esumably'' 
w~~=~ Wd feel represent~ crap shoot that says r~:: 
::ie dice and hope :or the best", This doesn't 
rw9resenc a socioeconom:c re~orc in our ~?!n!on. 

Thank you for your time and we hope that you wii: 
consider our opinion in your final decision. 

e\:1 nsR.'-· 
dent 

Panama City Boatman 
Association. 

-



F'9ridaMarine Aquarium ~
MUSIUM OF SCIINCIe JIIO SOUTH MIAMI AVINUI e MIAMI, FL 33119 

.·. 

11950 North Bay Shore Drive, lA 
North Miami, FL 33181-2931 
Tel: (305) 377-5645 (days)
November 5, 1992 

Wayne Swingle 
Executive Director 
GMFMC 
5401 West Kennedy Blvd., Suite 881 
Tampa, FL 33609 

RICIIVED 
MOV1 0 1992 

\
\

/ 

Dear Executive Director Swingle: 

On behalf of the Florida Marine Aquarium Society, a non-profit
affiliate of the Museumof Science and the oldest marine aquarium
society in North America, I am writing to expr••• our sup~t for 
a ban on fish trap• in the Gulf of Mexico. 

,/ 

Our Society is concerned for the daaage to the physical
environment caused by th••• traps, as we are concerned for the high 
percentage of marine tropicals caught as an unintended "by-catch".
The deployment and collection (with grappling hooks) of fish traps 
causes severe d.._g• to hard bottom and live bottom areas, as well 
as associated organi•••• The percentage of marine tropicals consti
tuting an unintended by-catch in th••• traps ia cited•• up to 491 
by the Florida Bureau of Marine Research and the National Marine 
Fisheries. Project RNfkeeper ••timat•• this percentage at an 
even higher figure, up to 541. Th••• traps do not diacriminate 
in what they catch, nor do they rest--they continue to "fish" 
twenty-four boura of every day. 

W•-c:onaider fiah trapping to be a wasteful and detrimental 
practi••~u all aapecta of our marine resource• and ve therefore 
respectfully requeat that you convey our concern and aupport for 
a ban on tbia practiH. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely yours, 

,~d. I~ 
Beth Hayden
Vice-Pres./FMAS 
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November i3, 1992 

 . Mr. GilmerNix. Chairman 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery ManagementCouncil
5401 w.Kennedy Blvd. - Suite 881 
Tampa, FL 33609 

re: FishTrapProhibition
Amendmentto the Gulf 

of Mexico Reef Fish
Fishery Management 
Plan 

-• � DI Dear Mr. Nix: 

J.---
The undersigned m..-nber organiZations of the Coral Reef 

Coalition art gravely concerned ovt11he ongoing mor1ality of Gulf of
Mexico juvenile rNf fish, degradation of habitat, and tropical fish bycatch 
mof'.lailtydue to the u• of wtr•meshfish traps. To eliminate these 
Impacts. we formallyrequeetthat the OuJtof Mexico FisheryManagement 
Council (GMFMC) adoptanamendment to a,, RNf Fish Fishery 
ManagementPlan tltabllahing a prohibition on fishing with fish traps in 
!ht Guff's Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). 

The CoralReef Coalition, consistingof over 100 citizen groups,is 
dedicated to securtngcomprehensiveandluting preservation of the 
biok)gicaldiversity and productivityof Florida'• coral ,.., ecosystemand 
wt• u• of Itsreaource,- includingthe Hve boftoms and reef fish 
population•of the Gulfof Mexico. 

De Problem WJtb Bab Ir•4 
It 11true that fish trapa accoumfor Just8%of rNf fishlandings in 

theGulfof Mtxlco. Butthe problem withfish traps Is not thelegaJ-siZa 
rNI foodfith that are brought back to 1hedock. 

The prob'em withfish traps 111he impossibiUty of enforcing current 
escapegap, mell'Illu, and tvlf'I trap number regulations because fish 
traps are not buoyed, are hidden where compliance can1 ever be 
verified,and never have to be returned to the docJcfor Inspection. 

(pagt 1 ot 7) 
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: The pro~em with fish traps is the destruction of live bottom eaused bythe 
dragging ot grapple hooksto locate and retrieve those hidden, unbuoytd traps. 

The pro~l•m.'.Nithfish traps is the mortaJity of juvenile snapptrsand groupers 
causedby the 1naodny of those juvenilefish to escapefrom trapswith 1 •ineh-by-2-inch 
mesh. 

The prob~em with_fish traps is the wasteful killlng of angelfish, butterflyfish, and 
manyother tropicals whteh can comprise up to 54% of the fish caught in traps. 

'If•are not advocatingthatanyone be thrownout of the reef fish fishery. we 
areasking that the GMFMC do awaywith a type ot gear that is indiscriminate in its 
catches, kills undersize juvenile snappers and groupers, and destroys bottom habitat. 

Most fishermen in this fishery aJready use gear other than fish traps. Fish 
trappers can also shift to other gear and remain in this fishery •· or shift entirely to 
anotherfisheryof their choice. Byenactinga fish trap banthat becomeseffective18 
months after It is approved,fish trappers would be pro"1dtd enoughtimethrough 
normaltrap attritiondue to loss and normaJwear to recapturetheir capetaJinsteadof 
reinvestingit in new traps - and make that shift. 

The use of wire-meshfishtraps, u permitted und• the Councirs1981. Reef .J 

Fish Fishery Management Plan, ii incompatiblewith the maintenance of biological 
ditJersityand spawningstock biomau tot reeffish communities. Trap retrieval 
methods also result in the unavoidable and recurring ctestruction of habitat 

The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) has recognizedthat 
fish traps are detrimental to reef fish and their habitat. It is lime for the Gulf Councilto 
follow suit 

Itap_Jtaullnt _D1ma1e.a.Jt1bitat 
Fish traps In the Gulfof Mexicoare dtpk)yed withouttrap buoysand are 

retrieved by dragging large grapptlng hooks along the sea bottom. Under Amendment 
4 to the Snapper-Grouper FiaheryManagementPlan for the SouthAUantlc, the 
SAFMC haa concluded that: 

"Thn 11eome tw:lence that flat, trapping cause, habitat damage where 
fish trapaareset in 1rawt1onlive bottom and wh•• grappling hOOks are
draggedaero• live bottom to retrievethem. Th•• activiti• leave an 
imprintof the trap upon the bottom communities and trenches caused by 
grapplinghook• draggedoverUte bottomfor the purposeof locatingand 
recovering traps.• (SAFtAC,April 1911) 

This habitat damage also applies to theGulfof Maco. The extent of the 
damage is even more disturbing when you consider the annual numb• of such trap 
pulls by grappling hooks on Gulf live hardbottoms. 
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. Curren~, there are 12,000 permitted fish traps in the Gulf, with individualtrap 
fishermenalloweda maximum of 100 traps each. Trap fishermen give a lowestimate 
of 3,600 traps actually in use in the water, averaging 30 traps per operator. 

These traps are pulled up using grappling hooks which are dragged over hard 
bottom,live bo~m and corals to locate andhaul the traps. It can IOgically be assumed 
that, for convenience,fishermen place their traps in close vicinity to each other. 

Taking the trappers'own lower trap use estimates, if eachtrap fisherman uses 
30 traps in a one-squaremile area, attaches the traps in groups of five, pulls these 
traps once a week using grapplinghooks and makes just two passes with the hool< to 
locate each unbouyed trap line group, he tear• the bottom of that one 1quare 
mile area It lea.t 100 tlmM over a one year period. 

If these conservative assumptions are applied to the totaJnumber of traps 
fishing (somewhere between 3,800-12,000), trap grappling fa tearing Into Gulf 
llvebottom area• 72,000 to 2'°,000 tlmee • year, with many of these incidents 
actually digging trench paths along the bottom. This has to be causing phenomenal 
d~ to Gulf hard bottom areas. 

Habitat damage Incurred by grappling hooka can be compared 10 the _use of 
trawl gear in the SouthAtlantic. According to the SouthA11anticCoundl, the use of 
trawf gear in the Sou1hAtlantic snapper-group• fishery resulted In damage to the 
habitat which the species in the fishery were dependent upon tor shelter and food. 
Under Amendment 1 to Its Snapper Grouper Fishery Management Plan (1988), the 
SouthAtlantic Council ruled to prohibit1l'leuse of trawl gear to harvest fish in the 
directed snapper-g,roupe, fishery. 

Thlff are baslcaHy the same assemblage of species and the same type of
habitat targeted by fllh traps In 1ht Gulf, 

The SAFMC trawl prohibition wa1 based on habitat destruction and the desJre 
to prevent overfishing to a particUlar species. The SouthAtlanticCouncilconducted a 
study showing 1M efflctaof a trawt on live bottom (Van Oolah et al., 1987). This study 
documented habitat damage occurring from the use of 1rawl gear even In the case of 
just one pau through an area In a controtlld study. The SAFMCarrived at the 
following conduslon, which may aJsobe applied 10 habitatdamage caused by fish 
traps: -

"By dNtroying habitat we destroy the prodUdlvtty of the resource being 
hal'Yelfedandwe are in eaence drawing on the prindpal, notJusttaking 
the interlll .. • (SAFMC,1987) 

EJabt•ap&.kLJlo.a.:S.tectiv•
The species composition of fish np catchesisanoth• factorat the heart of 

oppositionto the continued use of fish n.pain 1he Gunr11f fish fishery. All the fish trap 
catch surveysperformedby scientific organizations reveal a significant degree of fish 
trap species non-selectivity. 



_In 1989, the GMFMC's Draft Amendment 1 to the Reef Fish Fishery 
ManagementP1lnproposed to •extend the prohibition on directed harvest of reef fish 
with fish traps to the entire EEZ ... because of conc:em thatfish traps result in wastage 
of reef fish through ghost fishing and cryptic mortality between trap hauls ... (and) that 
fish traps capture nontar;et speciesand juveniletarget species.• (GMFMC, 1989 -
option 11 .2. 1) 

These concerns were voicedby the Gulf Council in 1989 and since that time 
nothing has occurred to keep the Council from having the same concerns today. 

The South AUantic·eouncil, in Amendment4 to its Snapper-Grouper Fishery 
Management P1an, concluded "that traps are non-selective by size and by 
species... and the continueduse of such highly efficient gear In a stressedfishery is no 
longer biologicallytolerable." The same applies to the Gulf. 

Traps unnecessarily kill an abundance of tropical fish, which enter traps 
routinely. 

Fishery biologists from the Florida Bureauof Marine Research systematicaJly 
surveyedthe catches of 1,694 fish trap hauls while under actual operating conditions 
on-boardcommercial fishing boats. One-hundred-elevenreef fish specieswere 
identified among the trapped fish, even though less than 1o speciesaccounted for 
50o/eof the totalcatch. Fifty.four percent of the 13,337 fish caught in fish traps were 
tropicals and other non-food species. (Taylor and McMichaet,1983) 

In a parallel studyconductedby the National Marine Fisheries Service, 
comparable results were obtained.In that study, one-hundred-and-fourditferenct reef 
flsh species were found in the traps. Of the 5984 Individual fish trapped, 38'1. were 
troplcaJs and other non-food species. (Suthtrtand and Harper, 1983) 

Overall, theN two etudlea found that 41% of 11,321 trapped flah 
were non•t•r1at tropical•· 

Of the tropical filh found In filh traps, 17% were angelfish, 9% were trunkfish, 
7o/ewere surgeonfish, and 5%to 1%eachw••buUlfflyfish, parrotfishand wrasses. 
(Taylor and McMichael,1983) 

fl•b trap• flanwllt• JuuallM.JroJIL.tbe BlbN¥ 
Research by the URI lnllfflalional for Marine Flnources Development 

found that witha maximum diagonalmeshaperlUrl of 5.1 cm (2 Inch•) - almost 
exactly the 5.e cm (2.2 lnchel) maximum diagonal aperture of currentty permitted fish 
trapsin the Gulf - the mean weight per trapped fish wasjust .25 kg (8.8 ounces). 
(Stevenson and Stuart-Sharkey,1980) 

eem.

This research proves 1hat fish traps of the mesh size presently in federal 
Gulf waters eateh fisn averaging fess Ulan one pound, wi1h half of all trapped fish 
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actualJy being .1.ven smaller. And that may seriously impact juvenile fish numbers and 
preventthe repTenishmentof reef fish communities.which are sedentary and relatively 
isolated. 

FJsh...Ir.apa-5.hou.ld...Be.....hohibited 
When the SAFMC prohibitedthe useof fish traps in the SouthAUantic,it 

recognizedthat "uniform regulations in both the Gulf of Mexico and Attantic waters 
should be establishedin order to facilitate enforcement and understanding by all 
concerned.• We agree with this assessment. 

The use of wire-meshfish traps degrades both the Gulf reef fish fishery and the 
habitat which the fish dependon. The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
should followthe lead of the SAFMC and move to prohibitfish traps in Gulf waters. In 
the best interest of fisheries managementand resource conservation, we formally 
reques1 that the GMFMC amenditsReef Fish Fishery Management Plan tc prohibitthe 
use of flsh traps throughout the Exclusive Economic Zone. 

Thankyou for your consideration. 
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RECEIVED 
NOV 1 2 1992 

GULFFISHERIESCOUNCIL 

Bill Parks 
919 SW Twenty-Seventh Place 
Boynton Beach, Florida 33435 
Phone: (407)-734-0095 
November 11, 1992 

Mr. Wayne Swingle 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard, Suite 331 
Tampa, Fl. 33609 

Dear Mr. Swingle, 

The enclosed are comments concerning the fish trap issue 
with respect to my knowledge of the controversy as well as its 
relationship to the marine life fishery (tropical fish). I·ask 
that this be entered into the official record and copies be 
provided to the members of the Gulf Council. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

ark:• 
Secretary/Treasurer FMLA 



November 1, 1992 

To: Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management council 

From: Bill Parks 

Subject: Fish Trapping in the Gulf of Mexico EEZ 

INTRODUCTION 

My name is Bill Parks: I'm a commercial diver-fisherman 
with 17 years of experience who primarily targets tropical fish 
for the aquarium trade. Additionally, I have fished for grouper, 
snapper and lobster and did fish trap for a short time. Currently 
I'm a member of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary 
Advisory Council. I am writing on my own behalf as well as the 
Florida Marine Life Association (FMLA) which is a group of 
commercial collectors and others whose goal it is to see that the 
stocks that support our fishery are properly managed and not 
abused. 

I first voiced my concern about fish traps to the Gulf 
Council in a letter dated January 1990. 

CHARGES AGAINST FISH COLLECTORS BY TRAPPERS 

When, as commercial collectors, we elected to oppose the 
continued use of this gear type, it was not an easy decision. 
Commercial fishermen, feeling threatened by the ever increasing 
demands of the recreational sector, have tended to preach 
"sticking together no matter what". This sentiment is very strong 
and we as commercial fishermen knew that breaking this code, if 
you will, would most likely bring scorn and perhaps even 
retaliation from the fish trappers. Though this was practically a 
certainty, we felt that, based upon the intimate knowledge of the 
affected resources we have gained through formal education, our 
harvest records and years of field observations, we had no choice 
but to break with tradition. As the record demonstrates, other 
commercial fishing interests have done the same. 

In response to our testimony, videos assembled ~n 
conjunction with other knowledgeable and concerned individuals 
and our letters, all of which were produced at our own expense, 
certain trappers have gone on the attack to the point of 
practically reducing this important issue into a cat fight. This 
too was not unexpected and I can only conclude that the purpose 
of such attacks is one, to get revenge, two to shift the burden 
of responsibility onto another fishery and three, to divert the 
Council's attention from the issue at hand: the use of wire fish 
traps in the Gulf EEZ. In the course of recent Gulf Council 
meetings certain trappers have indicated that they "are now 
tropical fish collectors" after which they have gone on to 
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present you with inaccurate and at times, utterly false data from 
which they develop twisted hypotheses. On top of this I have been 
misquoted in testimony to this body. As a collector, and one of 
the primary participants in the development of the Florida Marine 
Life Rule, I can say with certainty that the testimony of the 
trappers about the marine life fishery demonstrates two points 
quite clearly. One, the act of picking up a net and jumping in 
the water does not make one a fish collector, and two, the 
participants in the fish trap fishery have no concept of what 
their activities are doing to the affected resources. I will not 
speculate as to whether it would make any difference if they did. 

Concerning their claims at meetings and in the official 
record, I request that you question our people on any point, 
brought up by the trappers or ourselves, regardless of content or 
detail, that has left you with any doubts or questions about our 
activities, our effect upon the resource, our motives, or our 
long term goals. Additionally, all of our records, including the 
minutes of our meetings, FAXes and such will be made available to 
you upon request. And finally, at your request, we will be happy 
to meet with you to discuss any and all aspects of who we are and 
what we are about. It is absolutely essential that you as Council 
members understand that our position on fish trapping is not the 
result of any personal conflicts or blind environmentalism but in 
fact is in response to an ample weighing of the evidence. 

FISH TRAPS 

It is at the November 18 meeting of the Gulf Council that 
you will most likely decide what will be the future of fish traps 
in the Gulf EEZ. Since this is the end of the review process, I 
think it is pretty safe to say that most of the claims, counter 
claims and opposing opinions have been covered so I will try to 
keep from rehashing them in too much detail. I would however like 
to examine the claims and counter claims as they have evolved 
since the early stages of the fish trap controversy back in 1979 
when the State of Florida moved toward a fish trap ban. For much 
of this review I am relying upon statements made in newspaper 
articles and at agency meetings. 

EVOLVING ARGUMENTS PRO AND CON 

In the time since 19·79 the arguments of those opposed to 
fish traps have remained more or less constant. Some 6f the 
primary complaints have been non-selective harvest, waste through 
ghost fishing, depletion of local bottom fish stocks, fishery 
collapse in areas of the Caribbean where fish traps are used, 
high levels of ornamental fish harvest, numerous incidents of 
trap law violations, damage to reef and hard bottom habitat and 
the resulting negative impacts of all of these on numerous 
competing and/or peripheral fisheries. As time has passed and the 
effects of fish trapping in and around Florida have become more 
apparent, these arguments have been enhanced by more detailed 
analysis, but the basic concerns have remained the same. 

, 
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DENIAL BY TRAPPERS 

The proponents of fish trapping, in essence the trappers 
and the owners of fish houses who handle the trap harvest, for 
the most part, have followed one line of defense: Denial. Review 
of the record also shows quite clearly that even when presented 
with irrefutable evidence by the opposition, trappers have often 
cried foul and accused their detractors of doctoring the results. 
At times this has even resulted in the trappers contradicting
their own testimony. Only when there is no way out have the 
trappers grudgingly admitted that any problems exist at all. 
Often these concessions are followed by attempts to minimize 
their significance, saying "it happens over there but it doesn't 
happen here" or to offer "solutions" that in fact are not 
solutions but simply window dressing. 

At this point I feel that .a few examples would be useful. 

CARIBBEAN 

Early in the controversy it was pointed out that in a 
number of Caribbean countries, where fish traps are used, bottom 
fish fisheries have been exhausted. 

One of the early responses by trappers and their 
representatives was, "There never were any fish in those areas". 

The fairly recent creation of marine sanctuaries in the 
Caribbean where trapping is prohibited but hook and line fishing 
is allowed has shown this to be untrue. The fish are in fact 
coming back. A good example is the island of Saba in the 
Netherlands Antilles. 

Another response was that, "Unlike Florida these islands 
have very little continental shelf so the comparison is not 
valid". 

Anyone who has ever fished or dived in places such as the 
Saba bank, which is rather large, will tell you that the fish 
populations are depleted there as well. Also, the trapping 
equipment and boats that depleted those areas were quite limited 
in compari•on to the equipment used here. 

REEP DAMAGE 

on the issue of damage to reef habitat, the trappers have 
stated over and over again that, "we do not trap on the reef and 
so do no damage". The eye witness accounts of numerous divers, 
both commercial and recreational, from all walks of life, told a 
different story. Some of these accounts are contained in the 
official record. Finally, video documentation showed quite 
clearly both that traps were in fact being fished on the reef 
causing damage and that grapnel trap recovery operations were 
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inflicting considerable damage. Faced with this evidence the 
trappers responded by saying that, "This isn't fair. How come 
people can anchor their boats on these reefs but what we do is 
bad." While I do not deny that anchors damage reef, the damage 
per vessel due to grapnel operations is much worse. The important 
point is that the trappers denied that they even trapped on reef 
until the evidence was irrefutable. All of this is in the 
official record and/or quoted in newspapers articles. 

GHOSTTRAPS 

When the issue of ghost traps and the resulting waste of 
resource was brought up, the trappers denied that it was 
significant. They stated that fish swim in and out at will. 
Further, they stated that biodegradable jute would only last a 
couple of weeks. Richard Nielson Senior went so far as to say, 
"Ghost traps are only in the minds of some people;'. This too did 
not reflect what was being reported by the diver community, or 
even by the trappers themselves when sitting around the docks 
complaining about losing traps. Once again, video data was 
produced that showed a ghost trap, tied with jute, that lasted 
the three months that it was monitored. In that time numerous 
fish were filmed as they degenerated from confinement in the 
trap, died and decayed. The response of the trappers was that the 
whole thing had been staged and that it was all a lie. In 
response to this claim I pose the question, if what was depicted 
in the video was not true, and not a problem, why would 
commercial divers spend the time and money, with no financial 
compensation, to go to such lengths to create a falsehood? What 
would be the motive? Remember, bottom time and good weather to a 
commercial diver is precious and cannot be squandered. 

SPECIES AND SIZE COMPOSITION AND ESCAPE GAPS 

Claims by trappers as to catch species and size composition 
has been another major point contention. Initially the trappers 
claimed that they caught very few ornamental species and that 
almost all non-targeted and undersized fish swam right down. 
Again, this was not supported by what was known to be happening. 
In reality, much of the catch was by-catch and many specimens 
were not "swimming right down". In time, underwater video proved 
that the ornamental by-catch was substantial and reports by 
passing anglers of dead undersized fish floating in the vicinity 
of trap boats were not uncommon. The latter eventually lead to 
the trappers proposing escape windows "that would allow fish as 
large as a 14 inch yellowtail to escape". The trappers knew this 
was more of a placebo than a solution because it would not be 
sufficient to allow the high profile species, particularly the 
ornamentals to escape; also, it would be very difficult to 
enforce. One of the options before you is a proposal by the 
trappers to include 2" x 5" windows to allow ornamentals to 
escape. As the trappers know, this too is both a placebo and 
unenforceable. Recently we measured a small sampling of live 
angelfish a.nd parrotf ish and found these gaps would have to be 9" 
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high by 3.1" wide. These species are known to get larger and it 
is obvious that such large escape windows would allow most 
targeted specimens to escape as well which makes them 
impractical. The point here once again is that, faced with the 
evidence, the trappers, or at least some of the trappers, are now 
admitting to a problem that they had previously denied even 
though their solution is bogus. 

DEPLETION OF STOCKS AND CHANGE OF TARGET 

Charges by anglers, commercial hook and line fishermen and 
divers that trapping· operations deplete bottom fish stocks have 
also repeatedly been denied. Trappers have continuously stated 
that there are no problems with the grouper snapper supply. A 
review of the evolution of trapper statements concerning targeted 
species paints a different picture. Just a few years ago trappers 
said they were only interested in grouper, snapper and grunts as 
opposed to ornamental species and other by-catch. More recently 
they've added parrots and surgeonfish. Fish house representatives 
who have spoken on behalf of the trappers have stated that the 
catch of ornamental species is a substantial and important 
component of their business. In the South Atlantic this clearly 
contradicted the claims of the trappers as to low ornament~l fish 
harvest. It also showed that their reliance upon traditional 
trash fish had become greater as the percentage of snapper and 
grouper diminished. One trapper made a most revealing statement 
at a meeting in West Palm Beach. He said, "I still get just as 
many fish as I used to. I may have to go a hundred miles to get 
them, but I still get them". He was an honest man, even though he 
missed the point. If one couples this statement with those made 
by other trappers that "trapping is our salvation now that hook 
and lining is no longer financially viable", the negative trends 
that trapping creates in fisheries becomes obvious. 

BXPLOSIVE DBCOMPRESSION 

Finally, there is the issue of explosive decompression 
which I feel is well covered in the video "Explosive 
Decompression" that is scheduled to be shown to the council 
November 18. The video also demonstrates some of the effects of 
ghost fishing. It happens and it's not a minor problem as the 
trappers have claimed. Aa you review the film and watch the 
effects rapid pressure change particularly on the gray ~ngelfish, 
consider a statement made by a trapper in a 1979 newspaper 
article that, "gray angels swim right down". Explosive 
decompression is a universal problem and honors no oceanographic 
boundaries. 

RELEVANCEOP SOUTH ATLANTIC TO GULF or MEXICO 

As you no doubt realize, most of this information comes 
from the record of the hearings of the South Atlantic Council and 
not the Gtilf and you may ask, "Why is this relevant here? It is 
relevant because many of the same trappers who made these 
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contradictory statements at the South Atlantic hearings are here 
now making the same statements. Their chief representative Mr. 
Bill Moore, was also their chief representative on the east 
coast. After having seen the Explosive Decompression video Mr. 
Moore said at a recent Gulf Council hearing in Key West, "Please 
don't compare this to what happens in the Gulf, it's not at all 
the same." Last year Mr. Moore and his constituents defended 
trapping in the South Atlantic, something so unacceptable what 
they now tell you, "Don't worry, it doesn't happen in the Gulf''. 
While defending continued trapping in the South Atlantic they 
denied ghost traps, denied large by-catch, denied that explosive 
decompression was a-problem, denied trapping on reef, denied 
damage to reefs, denied they were negatively impacting other 
fisheries (although they said hook and line was no longer 
feasible) and denied that their catch per unit effort of grouper 
and snapper was declining. All of these things have been 
countered, not only by the opposition, but by their own 
testimony. No one can deny the pattern that exists. here. 

RECENT OCCURRENCES IN THE GULF 

But let's talk about the Gulf. Since at the recent Key West 
hearing the trappers denied ornamental by-catch I believe they 
need to explain why, within the last two to three months ~.big 
hullabaloo was raised when trappers in Key West, fishing in the 
Gulf EEZ, were told that, by the Florida Marine life rule, they 
were not allowed to land more than twenty ornamentals in 
aggregate and that they must be landed alive. I think they should 
explain why, if they don't get ornamentals, some of their number 
were driving around ~ey West trying to find buyers for them. 
Further, perhaps they can explain why one of their number was so 
irate that he threatened to continue to land ornamentals, law or 
no law. If they don't get them and don't need them, why are they 
so insistent that they be able to land them? The trappers stated 
at the recent Gulf hearing in Key West that "none of the 
opposition has dived in the deep water of the Gulf where they 
trap and that there are no angelfish or other ornamentals there." 
We have video, filmed as deep as 180 feet, outside of the 
stressed area that doeuments angelfish. 

DOCTORED CATCH STATISTICS 

Looking at the recent Gulf catch statistics, I find it 
interesting that a very small poundage of angelfish was reported 
while at the same time, in their testimony in Key West, more than 
one trapper admitted to "catehing lots of gray angels". This 
doesn't add up. Although unconfirmed, there are charges by other 
fishermen that much of the trap harvest is being reported as hook 
and line caught. Looking at the lack of validity of the anoelfish 
statistics, it does make me wonder, particularly about the claims 
of such a low percentage of the overall grouper harvest. As a 
footnote, please remember that fish that die in traps before 
retrieval. or die in ghost traps are not counted at all. 
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DENIED TRAP LOSS IN THE GULF 

The trappers claim that they have almost no trap loss. If 
this is true, why do divers find many of them on Riley's Hump? It 
seems interesting that the only places currently utilized by 
trappers where no one finds ghost traps is where no one looks. It 
would be interesting to hear their explanation. 

ALLOTMENT FIGHT OR NOT? 

There is one other question that has come up in the course 
of these hearings that I wish to address. It was brought to my 
attention that some are questioning whether or not the concern of 
the tropical fish collectors about the ornamental species is one 
of genuine stock conservation or merely an allotment fight. The 
question is valid and deserves an answer. 

I can assure the Council that our concern is strictly for 
the continued health of the stocks of these species. Hopefully, 
my explanation will resolve any doubts you may have. 

While we know that trapping pressure is very effective in 
depleting many ornamental species e.g. parrotfishes, 
surgeonfishes, cowfishes it is the angels that are of greatest 
importance to both the aquarium trade and the tourist industry. 
Contained in the Florida Marine Life rule are several sections 
dealing specifically with angelfishes. Prescribed in the rule are 
specific slot sizes and commercial and recreational bag limits. 
These were developed based upon the best scientific data and 
anecdotal information at the urging of industry participants 
because we knew; from many years of combined experience, that 
proper regulation of this family of fishes should be given top 
priority. The Florida Marine Fisheries Commission (MFC) agreed, 
and a joint effort between their fishery management experts and 
our association resulted in this rule package. For the purpose of 
the allotment argument, the most important provision contained 
herein is that specifying upper size limits on angelfish; 10" on 
Blue, Black, French and Queen: 6" on Rock Beauties. This 
provision was designed to protect the reproductively mature 
specimens so as to assure the continued health of the fishery. In 
essence, we are prohibited from harvesting adult angelfish. At 
first glance this may not seem to be such a big deal, but in fact 
it was a decision that came only after much internal debate. You 
see, queen and French angelfish of lengths 13" and greater were 
fast becoming an expensive commodity in the aquarium markets of 
Taiwan and Japan. Collectors were increasingly being asked to 
provide these fish for which they often were paid 50 dollars and 
more. The same species at or below 10" were worth about 15 
dollars so it is easy to see why more collectors were starting to 
target these larger fish. Regardless of the quick money available 
there were a number of us who not only refrained but, with the 
assistance of the MFC, pushed for the upper size limits. 
Fortunately, with the assistance of the MFC we put an end to a 
growing problem before it got out of hand. At the same time, the 
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problem of large angels being taken by fish traps continued 
practically uninterrupted. Not only were we finding traps crammed 
with big angels, alive and dead, but trappers were telling us 
that they got thousands of pounds of them. In some areas they 
have told me that they were catching them as deep as 400 feet. 
Not only was the marine life rule rendered useless, but the 
trappers were removing stocks too deep for collecting, stocks 
that had never been exploited. From that time on we have seen 
some alarming things. As I have stated before to the council, the 
French angel spawn has all but failed for the last three years 
and we may be faced with closing all harvest until recruitment 
increases. This year, in spite of claims by fish trappers Tom 
Blythe and Dan Harvey to the contrary, the black angel spawn is 
the poorest we have ever seen. This is the same species that 
several trappers, in testimony to this council, have admitted 
they've been catching in quantity. As an aside, Mr. Blythe's 
claim that he can't sell black angels because they are so common 
is probably because he is seeing medium sized blacks from last 
year's spawn. These fish are very dull in color but still not 
reproductively mature. The fact that they are common indicates 
that a good percentage of them eluded collectors until they were 
large enough to be undesirable. In spite of this, the adults are 
taken by traps in quantity and the spawn did fail this year. Is 
it the result of a quirk of the currents or the weather? Maybe, 
but unless the spawn returns to normal next year we may be faced 
with some tough decisions as we are with the Frenches. The queen 
angelfish, which has never been as common as the other species, 
still exhibits normal recruitment. The rock beauty, which is 
reproductively mature while still small enough to escape from 
traps, and is heavily collected, continues to show strong 
recruitment. The most heavily collected angelfish species is the 
blue angel. Mr. Blythe incorrectly stated that this fish has 
become rare. This year's spawn in the ~eys is one of the largest 
we've seen. So common is this species right now that the price is 
very low. All of this can be confirmed through the catch reports 
held by the State of Florida. The inevitable questions that come 
to mind are, why is this the most common species, and why has 
recruitment not declined? We in the tropical fish fishery believe 
the answer can be found in the Gulf of Mexico. Diver reports 
indicate that a large standing stock of this species can be found 
there, including the very deep waters outside the stressed area. 
It is conceivable that larval fishes from this standing stock, 
carried by the loop current into the ~eys, is the source of 
replenishment there. From our own diving experiences we know that 
all of the angelfish species are very long lived fish and very 
territorial. Too, we know that even in the absence of collecting 
pressure, there is a high level of attrition among juveniles. All 
of this lends itself to the success of a well managed marine life 
fishery as long as the adult specimens are left alone. Fish 
trapping is spreading north and west in the Gulf and the numbers 
of traps will continue to increase. We have every reason to 
believe that this expansion will compromise blue angel 
recruitment in the Keys. So you see, we don't want to be able to 
harvest the specimens that are being taken by the traps. We want 
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them left alone so we will be assured of healthy recruitment 
thereby guaranteeing a sustainable fishery. Everything we have 
seen so far with fish traps, as they affect our fishery, goes 
against everything we know to be sound management. 

Currently there is a proposal to study queen angelfish 
under review by the NMFS Saltonstall - Kennedy Cooperative. It 
was submitted by Ichthyologist David Snyder of Continental Shelf 
Associates in Jupiter, Florida in response to a concern I voiced 
to him, on behalf of our fishery, that more knowledge is needed 
for the proper management of the angelfish harvest. The need to 
protect the breeding population is not in question. What we 
want to know is if altering our current upper size limits could 
be effective in increasing recruitment, and if so, what those 
limits should be. We are not looking to defend what we do now; we 
are trying to find out if we can do it better. 

This is not an allotment fight; it is a fight against 
unsound fishing methods and a commitment to sound fisheries 
management. 

The trappers claim that their efforts do not unduly depress 
the grouper - snapper supply or the ornamental fish supply. In 
the areas I have dived I know that they do. Examine the response 
of the hook and line fishermen, the recreational fishermen and 
practically every single diver to the introduction of traps. Were 
it not a real and pressing problem I do not believe that the 
opposition would be so united. Everything I have learned in my 17 
years on the water tells me that allowing the continued use of 
traps sells out the fishermen, the resource, the goals of fishery 
management and ~ur fishing future. 

Thank you for taking the time to read. 

Secretary/Treasurer PMLA 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
"'•tian � I Oceanic �nd Acmaapheric Administration 
NATION.AL Soutneast MARINE Regional FIS'7ERIES SER°'i,IC.,E, orrice 
9450 Koger Boulevard 

+
st. Petersburg, FL 33702 

F/SEOll:RAS 

Mr. Wayne E. Swingle
Executive Director, Gulf of Mexico 

Fishery Management council 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard, Suite 331 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

Dear Wayne, 

This letter contains the NMFS Southeast Regional Office's 
comments on the public hearing draft for Amendment 5 to the 
Fishery Management Plan for the Reef Fish Resources of the Gulf 
of Mexico (FMP). Enclosed are separate comments from: (1) the 
Washington office of Fishery Conservation and Management; (2) the 
NOAA Ecology and Environmental conservation· Office; (3) the 
Southeast Fisheries science Center, and (4) the regional NMFS 
economist. 

The following comments are offered for your consideration.· 

2. History of Management {pages 1-2) 

This section should be expanded to include: (1) the red snapper
total allowable catch and rebuilding schedule adjustments
(proposed starting in 1993); and (2) other actions previously
approved under the FMP's framework procedure. 

4. Problems Requiring Plan Amendment (pages 4-5) 

The first paragraph of thi• section should be reviaed to 
specifically pinpoint the problems necessitating the proposed
act·ions. For example, the discussion should be expanded to 
support the propoaed ban on fish traps (which was rejected by the 
council under Amendment 1). This section mentions: {l) excessive 
trapping aortality of undersized target species and bycatch 
species; (2) environmental damage to coral reefs; (3) 
enforceeility; and (4) non-selectivity of the gear. Additional 
discussion 1• needed to provide a comprehensive administrative 
record to clarify that tho•• concerns are unique to the trap
fishery and are actually problems requiring plan amendment. 

7A. Fish Trap Restrictions 
Page 12: Additional information (if available) and discussion 
should be added to indicate why fish trap regulations are 
inherently unenforceable. For example, how will prohibition of 
this gear specifically improve the enforcement of illegal trap
use? 

-~.,.,-~.... 
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Page 14-20: Management Objectives - If the council ultimately 
decides to ban fish traps, extensive discussion and rationale for 
rejecting each of the alternatives must be provided. This is 
especially true for alternative option 3 which, as presently
written, is implied to alleviate the social concerns over the 
lack of enforceability of current rules. 

a. special Managementzones <SMZ) 

Page 20-23: Alabama Management Zones - The information presented
is insufficient to determine approvability of these SMZ's. Of 
critical importance is documentation of the extent of past and 
present user groups in these areas. Since only hook-and-line 
gear (and no more than 3 hooks per line) will be allowed, what 
was or is the extent of any shrimp trawling, or pelagic or bottom 
longline fishing, or any other kind of fishing that might be 
prohibited? What specifically is the effect of this gear 
restriction on local as well as out of state commercial fishermen 
who use or helped construct the reefs? Also, what is the 
relationship of these areas to the existing "stressed area" 
boundary, and how will that be affected? What is the 
relationship of these areas to the existing longlin• boundary,
and what effect will that have? 

The six criteria listed on page 24 are useful for evaluating the 
proposed SMZ's off Alabama and each should be fully researched, 
analyzed, and discussed before a decision is reached. For 
example, compliance with the tairn••• and equity criteria needs 
to be evaluated, using additional historical perspective of how 
and to what extent the area was used and by whom (prior to and 
during construction ot the reefs). 

Implications are that the proposed gear restrictions will reduce 
effort and thus restore the stock. Evidence that this is the 
case should be presented. For example, the gear restriction does 
not limit the effort or number of anglers. Delineation and 
designation of the SMZ favors more inefficient gear but may in 
fact encourage additional effort and a net increase in harvest, 
thereby slowing the recovery of red snapper. 

If the council is unable to provide the minimal, necessary
additional information described above, then it should strongly
consider lillliting the actual SMZ area to a much smaller area on 
an experimental basis. Even it the decision is made to go with a 
much smaller area as we suggest, the six criteria listed on page 
24 must still be critically evaluated before a decision is 
reached. 

c. Landing Requirements (page 25) 

The Council prefers the requirement that all reef fish species in 
the fishery be landed with head and fins intact. However, the 
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council's ecological discussion indicates the alternative 
applying to All fish, other than oceanic migratory species, is 
more effective. Additional rationale is ecessary to justify
council selection of the less effective ion. 

s 

Enclosures 

cc: (w/enclosures) 
F - Fox 
F/CM - Schaefer 
F/SEC - Brown 
GCSE - Pedrick 
F/SE03 - Raulerson 



\NIW 8TA1Wa DIIIIARTMaM' C. C:OM"'WIICa
�----~ ........ .....,..,.. , ." 

NA~~~S~e . 
~ ~ ~ aat'IO 

---a.
MEMORANDUMFOR: F/SD - Andrew renerer 

PROM: { ~F/Of. - Ric:urd R. SCb _/ 

SUBJECT: Q'· Second review of Draft AMncaant s to the 
Fiahary Mana9..-nt Plu tor the bef Fish 
Reaourc .. of the GUlf of Kaxico 

The aw,ject docuaant ha• been revievad ~ r,.y � taff for the second 
go round. Council ~nt.a in aupport of tba ban on trap• 
reaain vealc or inconsistent. several point• aada cmrinq the 
firat review of the draft ... ndllent do not appear to have bean 
addressed in this revision. 

Por exuple, a a1199eation wu ude in previoua coaenta regarding 
the baMin9 ot tiab trap• (Section 4, paqa 4, probl••• requirift9 
a plan uendaent) • Section 4 •tart.a vith the •tateae.nt that the 
uaa ot trap• baa alway• baa controversial. Tile ~ion abould 
beffin vitb tbe probl- atataent. llbat probl- vwlcl • l:aa;non 
fiab trap• addr••? Alao, there ebauld be a pruentation of aore 
scientific: evidence to npport a total ban. %n tbe JtIJt, under 
the diac:u .. ian of tb• preferred option to probiltit the uae of 
fiab trap•, tba point la aada that trapa contrilNte only a little 
over 1 percent ol total rHf f iab c:atcb in tbe Gulf and tut th• 
benaf 1t of banning of 1:rapa 1• libly to be llliniMl. Thia i• 
one example of c:ontradic:tory •tatwnta Mde NtVNn the draft 
&118J\Oent and tllie ltD tut need tit)btar eclitill9. 

Tb• additiona to tbe doc:\meat reprdin,J artificial r-f • on paCJ••
22 and 23 are belptul. 

In Section I, ia parafJrapb a. under f iaery ruourcea, pa9e 29, 
the point 1a .... tbat tbe pro,a•ed special aana9aent zon• 
would ndllce wtality of red snapper. Voulcl Gia be tM result 
ot 9ear_-reglllatlon? reduc•• A Nntence aplaiainf bov tb• aortality 
would be vaald Ila belptul. 

Attacbed are c:opia of cownta tbat baft Nan nceived froa 
Donna Wiet1nf, Office of tu Clliet kiatiat; Paul Booker, 
lccmoai•t, r1cra, and t11a v.s. ~ Gaari. Uitorial 
suneationa vill be MIit by Mparate ..., to aolt lacllar. 

COpiu of tba draft •-nd'Mat were aant tor caaaents to Jonathan 
Daa•on, Director, Office ot Dlvirocmental Attain, Departunt ot 
th• Interior. !bat office baa idOZMCI - tbat tMy -y have 
ccmaanta but n .. aora ravi• tiaa. Alff additional ooa.<anta 
receive4 t,y ay office vill • sent to ,- u aoon •• they are 
received~ . 

' .-, 
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UMfta IITA'1'1111 GaPARTM � NT QIIII C::C~ilc• 
Na .... .at 01 �ads .,_A..,, ... ._ .. A.,..,,._vec,o,, 
NATIONAL~ -=a,,i&Aaa UFIMCE 
Sil'4"~~20910 

MrJVI 2 '99'2 

FOlt:KDIORAHDUK F/HR2l • lob Sadler ~e,.V 
FltOM: r1aa - Gerri• Du1'it 

SUBJZCT: Dratt Aaendllent 5 to the riaery Nana9 ... nt Plan 
tor the Reef Pia auourc•• of the Qul~ ot 
Mexico - lc:litorial Coaaent• 

The tollovinq editorial c:o-ent• are t»eiJMJ•waittecl •• 
su99eationa to iaprov• c:on•iatancy or provide clarification tor 
th• � ubject draft uendMnt. 

on P•9• J, 3rd paraqrapb referri119 to Pigure 1, vhicb depict•
avera9e reel snapper lanclillf• at Gulf porta, line 2, •1ts1•-_ abould 
read •19eo• (F1CJUZ'•1 on pa9e 35 uu tile yura 11,0 - 1910). 

on pa9e 11, •deep-bodied• 1• uNd to ct.acriN angeltiab (line 1). 
In the 4th par--,raph in line 3, •ctaep prot11 .. •· aboUl.d read •deep 
body protil .. • tor conaiatanc:y. 

on P•CJ• 11, \Uldu: alternative option 4, paragrapb •· diac:uH•_ 
F19Ur• sand aentiona cape Ian Bl••· It vauld be belpfUJ. if Cape
San Blu could be idaatifi .. 1n tbat fipre on pave 40. 

on P•CJ•23, tlle new par•tz'•Jhunder para41rapb c:. in lina-5 •on• 
should be added after•-••· 

on paCJ• 2•, · \IDier D. Penait aeqaireaenta, line 3 troa tile 1'ottoa 
ot tb&t parapapb, •tradition cm � Jrcial tiaberan• abould read 
•traditional c -•reial fiaberaen•. 

On paqe 30, ill parapapb b. Piabery, line 3 •attectac1• ahwld 
read •dt~•. 

• 
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DAT!: Noveaber 12, 1992 

TO: Joe P. Cla, Chief, 1/CHI 

CC: D. creatin, M. Millar, G. Dw:,it 

l'ROM: Paul J. Rooker, lconoaist, r/au 

SUBJECT: Coaaents on lUR and IRFA to Draft Aaendaene s to th• 
Gulf of Mexico Reet Fish FHP 

I reviewed the aw,ject docuaents and they appear to be adequate
in teraa ot the requiruenta ot 1.0. 12291 and the RPA. I did 
not review the documents to•••••• whether they juatitied the 
choices of tb• preferred alternativu. 

on p.13 ot the RIR, first paragraph ot the IRPA, the reference to 
"coastal pela9ic fishery• ahould be cb&n9ad to •reef fish 
fishery." 

Th• "Swuaary of Jleplatory Impact•• ahould contain a tul•
liatin9 the issues, altwnativ .. and iapacts. ?Jlpacta ahould be 
quantitative where data exi•t; the direction indicatecl vbere 
qualitative intoraation ia available; or listed•• unknown. See 
Table R3 in th• JUa/IU'A to Allendaent, of the coaatai Kivratory
Pelaqic• FMP. 



UNITED 8TAT& � DEPARTMENT CF COMMERCE 
N~ 0ceanic and Atmoapheric Adminiatration 
Offlca af t:he Chief Bclenciac 
wasn,ngt:on, O.C. 20230 · 

November 3, 1992 

MEMORANDUMFOR: Gerrie Oubit 
F/Plans and Regulations 

FROM: Donna Wieting,.:-~ 
.. 

. , , . . ---~ 
SUBJECT: Comments on revised Draft Amendment 5 to the FMP 

for Reef Fish Resources of the Gulf of Mexico 

The council has done a good job of improving the document. 
However, I continue to have questions and concerns about some 
sections. I offer the following general and specific comments on 
the revised draft. Please call me at (202) 482-5181 it you have 
any questions. · 

General Comments 

It does not appear that the section on fish traps has changed. 
It still remains unclear what problem will be addressed by a 
total ban and if such action is supported by scientific evidence. 
_Please see my memo from September 3 for specific comments on this 
section. 

Specific Comments. • 
Section 4. What is the problem associated with management 
options under Alabama SMZs? In later discussions the objective of 
SMZ's is to address red snapper overfishing. This needs to be 
clearer in 4. The last sentence of page 7 in the RIR clearly 
identifies the need for the action and may be useful to insert or 
reference in Section 4. 

Section 7.B,1 1 The discussion on artificial reefs is very good.
It clearly describes the environmental analysis process for 
artificial reef permits. The alternative boundary discussions, 
associated ilapacts, and alternative gear restrictions are 
substantive additions to the section. · 

section 7.E, Under red snapper size limits, an additional 
alternative is warranted. The obvious choice is immediately 
increasing the size limit. The reasons for considering but not 
choosing that alternative are discussed briefly in paragraph two 
and should be expanded. 
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section a 
The physical environment section for the amendment and fishery is 
very good. 

Under fishery resources, the first paragraph states that the SMZ 
proposed rules would reduce mortality ot red snapper. Is this 
discussed in the section on SMZ's? If not, it should be. 

The first sentence under· b. Fishery is the key to analyzing the 
impact of the fishery. It implies that the fishery has had a 
significant impact on the resources. In that case, an SEIS is 
probably appropriate on the fishery. The rest of the discussion 
under b. is really about the management measures. 



September 3, 1992 

MEMORANDUMFOR: Gerrie Cubit 
F/Plans and Regulations 

FROM: Donna Wieting 

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Amendments to the Fishery
Management Plan (FHP) for the Reef Fish 
Resources of the Gulf of Mexico 

I have reviewed the subject document and offer the fol.lowing 
brief comments for your consideration. Please call me at 202 
377-5181 if you have any questions. 

General comments 
In reading this Amendment, it seems the main unanswered question 
is whether this is an issue of unfair competition or one of 
fishery conservation. It is generally unclear what resource 
problem(s) this amendment addresses. 

Section 4, Problems Requiring a Plan Amendment: This section 
should begin with the problem statement. What problem would a 
ban on fish traps address? What percentage of resources is the 
trap fishery harvesting? The original EIS argued that fish traps 
only took 21 of t}\e total catch so there was no need for greater
restrictions. Has this percentage changed? If not, how can a 
fish trap ban make a difference in the resource? 

The discussion on page 14, paragraph two, is the basis for the 
most controversial aspect of this amendment. It is brief and 
often inconsistent with the general fish trap discussion. It 
should be expanded to fully support the rationale of the 
preferred option. 

Environmental Consequences: How will the preferred option and 
other alternatives affect the reef fish resource? How will these 
actions affect nontarget species and the marine environment? 

The council must take a broader view and analyze the impact of 
the fishery on the target specie(s) and the marine environment. 

specific comments 
c. Management Options 

Why were fish traps banned elsewhere (e.g., Florida waters) and 
what are the results of those bans. Have the prohibitions been 



successful in reducing reef fish catches? or have catches by 
other user groups just replaced them? 

There is very little explanation and no substantive discussion of 
the stressed area concept. How did this develop? What does it 
mean? 

Page 14 b: If the fishermen will likely switch to other gear such 
as bandit rigs what will the fish trap ban accomplish? 

Environmental Consequences: What problems are associated with 
Option 3? From the discussion, it seems like the better 
alternative. 

j 
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eorn,nandllU 2100~ StrMt S.w. 
U.S.(.oaa!Gulrd w~. OCG20513:0001

Slaff~• -m.z=; 
Phone: (202) 267-1890 

tl1I ·-
1&21, 

Mr. Joe P. Cl-
Chiaf, Plana and Regulations Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

Dear Mr. Clem: 

We have reviewed draft Amendment Five to the Fiahery Management
Plan for the Raef Fish Resource• of 'the Gulf of MaXico •• 
prepared by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. The 
Coast Guard objects to thrN of the Aaendlnent' � provi � iona. The 
coaat Guard recommend• the following change• be adopted to 
improve enforceability of the Amendment'• provi � iona and thus 
increase ita likelihood for aucce••= 

. 
a. Be•1;r:1£tad.uff ot fi•b tru•= '!'ha Coaat Guard recommend• 

a prohibition on the DA••M•ipn of fi �h trap � within the u.s. 
Excluaive Bcon0111.czone (ISi) in the Gulf of Mexico. The draft 
Amendment protubition on only the ya of fiah trap � aeverely
11m1ta the enforceability of thia proviaion •• anforcaaent
officers would be required to oJ:)aervethe actual 

1 

deployment or 
retrieval ot fiah uap � in order to auccuafully proaecut• a 
violation (the Coaat Guard repruentative on the Gulf Fiehery 
Management CoUN:11 reported that the ~l's .in1:,ot WM :to 
prohibit c•-••ion: perhapa tlu.a prov7ion vaa unintentionally
altaria wen die draft AMndment language waa written). 

b. Land;lng Al fi,•b vitj) bM4• and fJ.na .ip:t;act: The Coast 
Guard recaaaanda adopt.ten of the draft Alleftdllant'e alternative 
option raqw.-ring that A1J.finfish, excluding oceanic migratory 
speci-, be landed vith head• and fin• intact. Thia change would 
improve tbe accurate· identification of apeciu by coaat Guard 
enforceaen~ otticera. 

c. Hto:&ave•iza 13,•S-t tor rad •napper: The Cout Guard 
support � increaaing the ainimua aize lilli t for red anapper, but 
only after the reapactive coaatal atatu have adoptad thi• 
proviaion within atate vatera. AdoDt.1on of tM• recommendation 
would hal.p facilitate complimentary Pederal and •tate enforcement 
effort• and prevent the crHt1on ot a loopbole in tM enforcement 
of Federal size 11a1ta. 
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Subj: COIOIDTS ON AMENDMENT FIVE TO THE U!F FISH FISHERY 
MANAGIMINTPLAN 

Thank you for the opportwuty to coaaent on thj,a Amendment. I~ 
there are queations regarding the Coast Guard response, please 
contact COmmaJ\der Vince O'Shea at (202) 267-1785. 

Sincerely, 

Copy: LANTARBA(Aoo) 
CCGD8 (ole) 



Department of Wlldllte and Flahutes 
Post Office Box 98000 

BatonRouge,LA ml98-9000 
(504) 76.5-2800 

_No.9(J~ 
''-

Joe L Hefting 
Seaetary Edwin W. Edwards 

Governor 

November 9, 1992 

Mr.WayneSwingle,Biologist 
Guifof MexicoFishery Management C<u1cll 
Lincotn Center, SUlte 3'11 
5401 West Kemedy BouJlvard. 
Tampa. Florida 33609 

Dear Mr. Swingle: 

The Department of Wlldlh and F1llwlll 1'181rwvteW9dCraftAmlndnw45 to the "RNf FWI Fishery 
Management Pfanfor the Rllf F1lh Rll0U'Cel of The Gulf of Medco"dltad ~. and are 
providing OU' C0fflffWIII and 

1-.
001 icem1 an~· ffllliagenw,t rTWlftl. Nfl/ ·••1011 to tables or

flgl,11 to followar9 In ,.,..a to Goad)w (1982), "RadSnas:iPer In U.S. Wltlrl d the Gui of Mexico",
contrb.ltl0n: MIA 91~·70. 

1) A. Fish Trap Rlllr1Ctl0I • 

The movetoward the excllllt0n of trapl lllffll bald onvery slllit M:111a, fflU1lyperceptions. This is 
a bad precedellt. GeartxcllllD'll ancudonly be lnltllad I the g11r hal denl0ii611818ddeletlrlous effects 
greatar than th0N of aa.rr-. gen. ~ 1'181lbltld a vtdlo trap study 10attlffls,t to~ reef 
species. The ,_. of thil lludy ftMd bl dll::ulll ~ Sid eff9dl of ~ ga modlftcaticnstasted 
in this study befcrt impllmli itaac.1d 1hlll r'1QW11110nL 

2) B. Spall ManagementZ0nll 

.Alabama h# MMw rnn Zqw - -. than gtvtng1h11 na 001 a apec1a1considlratlon, ttit prop0$al
shOUk1be tlbllclwlll ~ cAafrlmlw0rtc procedln, and ttwl llidlrld l.l'ldlr that procedu'e. This
would ...,,. .. IClllltlbll,_.,_.. ol II SMA r'IQI- Whlll lUCh a ~ wcutd certainly 
detay 1tnp11rr•ltllb1 d 1hl SMA r'IQl111da11~ the next cornnW'CIIIfllt1i1g 1N1011,webe1N that~ 
term i1Wl8glfflllt II bllt ..,._ t,1/cmlllltllacyof NIii. Nrf ~ dltr"..,.ltal lff9dS fromdelayed 
irnptemll 1tad0nol SMA"IQIIWkn wouldnat lff-=t1hl long-tarmgolll oltltlll' theAlabamaArtlflctaJ Reefs
Program a 1hl Coud Relf Flll'I FWwy Managenwt Plan. 

We object to 1hl ~ • propONd .L The reef fllhAP and SSC shouldbl men lnY0IYedIn the 
1'800ffl11wmt10,net jult al 1hl request of the ManagementCornmltN.2aP\dc commentshould be 
requested at aneartlerdate; thn ii noSl)ldfted WWI10accept put,alccommentbef0r9 the RO publishes 
the propONd ruleIn 1hl Register. aaCumuildYeimpactsof such zcnesarenet ccnu:ierld except for 
environmental lmpada. TheCUITl.llatNeimpacts onfllhlriN.ess,ecillly, may be subltantial and veryhard 
to quantify. ~ Insufficientmat1r1a11'181bNr1presented toevaJuma how such pr0CICUN have been used 
by the South AtlantleCcM-d, and the reactl0n of 1hl u... grous,eto suc:nregu_,. . 

· An EqualOpportunity Employer 
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Such review shouldbe availabtefor commentby the public, AP and SSCbefore ac:ceptiig MIY system. 
F'emapa some peopte irN0Mld In the S0uh AtlanticJ)rcgram could haw some polntlrt to modify the 
proposed Nies to lrnproo.<ethe ~- §a It snoutd be clNrty stated that the RegulatoryFramewa1< 
F'rocedln fer SMA'sIsonty appllcabte toartlflctal,..., sites. 0ttw' prop0led SMA'ssnould be ad0ptad by 
the full plan amendment proc:111. 

3) E. RedSnapper Mlnlnun Sia 

lhere ls an obVloul dlffwenceIn the estlmatN of relatlYtyw c:1811.., igth from Table 11 which arebased 
on the grou,ctflan uvey (GFS) and Tablla W7 dlrtved from age stNctlnd analysis (VPA). It Isa matter 
of c:cntantlonwhich resun:s reflectactual meaues of recruttment. If the C0hOrtanalysiS Is assumed to be
accuratethen racrultmentNIIbNn incrlallng each 'tut at least a farback a 19&4which Isthe first year 
presented In the anatysiS. If the grau'ldllshuvey ·acantaty reflectsyear elm strength then 1990 
racrultmentwasless than halfof that obleMd In 1989. ll1119forl,thl lnfw•ic:ethat reguJatlona imposed 
In 1989 have somethingto do wtth lncrellld racn.iltmlnt·lsslffll)fy ~- In fact, regardless 
of which method Is assumedto provide an accuate meaan of yea- ctm strength. female spawning 
biomass from 19641tY0UQh 1a hal nat ctllllQld sv,lflcantly (IN ftg&nattached). One W0Uldassume 
that if spawning patlntJal ratio ii theOYlff1dlngmanagementgoal, spawni'1gblornallwculd paya large 
roleIn pr'0ductl0nof f'9CNb.~Illa It II aaumed thatthe fflWe 1hougttof rlgUlall0nacallld 1nenas1d 
red snapperl'ICrUitnW1t. 

Thesectlcn"Ofacll88ior'tand1~· S8lffll to try to jultly the benefitof incrlallng stzelimitsbut does 
littleto addr'III 1heactuaadnct lrnplctl. 1hl f0lcM'lg tal)le reftlcts1he~ onboll the ftaheryand 
stock ,...,,n,g fromincrlallng size llmlll.'Thi,_. n dlrMld by in,:,oa,g thl PftlPOlldm llmb on 
the 1991 C0h0rt wnlll assuming a rel••• rnartalltyof~ a 4 mllan PQl.i,dTACQM11a 51%commercial 
and 49% recraallcnal allocatk)n and nortdllCtlcnIn~ Fllhlng rncr1allly rat11 onthe 1981C0h0rtare 
assumed to be that bl'1d In Taba • for tnl ~ 1981pa1ltla IICIIntocommercill and l'ICr98ll0nalrates 
based on thli' catdlll for thll ~- 1hl ~ of 1h11.,.clll II nat to pavtcll actual reaulll but. to 
demcl ilbatwtnl dlfflrlncll ~ •.... ,llladtWW1tandSPRgtwr,Vll'l0ulsize limb compar9d to thee>dsting 
13 Inchmintnun. Or.Goodyllr' lhOuldbe.,. to pravtdl men 8CCU'lt8eatlmatN since he hal allof the 
neeI I I arvdala at hil dlspalll 

131NCH 14 INCH 151NCH 18 INCH 

R~~ HARVEST 474,.., 8,843 485,719 ,m.oes 
(numberl) 
DIFFERENCE · 0 �,147 -an1 -4,425 
% DIFFERENCE 0.00'Xt ·1.0'5 ·1.Sff. -8.94-. 

COM\ERCIAL1-WNEST 14'5,4'88 1~.- 1~,541 139,817 
(runbltl) 
DIFFERENCE 0 .... -943 -5,87'Z 
% DIFFERENCE 0.00'Xt -0.34% -0.~ --1.04% 

TOTALHAAWST 819,979 814,838 810,295 571,& 
(runbn) 
DIFFERENCE 0 -5,341 -9,714 --182!11 
% DIFFERENCE 0.00'Xt -o.an. ·1.57'Jt. •7,79'1, 

SPA 10.~ 10.74% 10.75% 10.7ft 
DIFFERENCE 0.00'Xt 0.01% 0.01% o.~ 
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Increasing size limits wtHreduce IWYllt (numbers) and move the fishery towsds maxlmtzi,g yield per 
recruit.The statamentthat a 1~ r9dl1Ct10n In haMlst (numberl) Ispossibleby ffl0WIQto a 18inchsiZe 
limit Is simply inaeante. Therealzed reductl0n (numbers) wouldbe aps:,roxlmatefy7.8%. TheImpacton 
the spawning biamall of n:nll8i'lg size llmltl ii of llmltlct utillty. Theren verysmallgai'1s in spawning 
potantlal • a result of impoaed higher siZ8llmltl. 11'111 lb •• l.l'ldlr tt1il scenarl0 yield per recruit will
incnase and the ss:,awnlng biomall wtHrealla smal gan. The ratlw lneffactMlnlS8 of lnCrlaSng size 
limits on SPR Is ataoobvtoul n the yield and ~ is0pt9th In Fon est. 

Maximlmg yield ..- recruit ii ottana PlafM'ad management goal for the ccmmerclalfishery; however, it 
maynot nec:111art"1 be a p,lfen'ed management goaa for the racnatl0r'lal ftahery. Optimumyield does not
l'IQUft ma>dmlmg yilkf. but providll the ~ for l0CIII --- of the fllhlry to drive 
management.Given . the choice blt'Mlln landing larger numbn of flit, er larger but few fish the 
recreatlonal fishery may ch0II the form«. An approach may bl to hlM higher size llmltl for the 
commercialfishery to mmdmiZ8yteld n that fishery and haM 10w1rsiZ8limb for the recnadonal flshety 
to maximize the number of caught. fllh 

Thefotlowingtable dem0i aa,e the tStimDd twvllt nnumbn and pcu,dl a ar�IUI at thl prcposed 
size Hmltl, USi'1Qthe assums,tiOI� • stalld~ will'Itheexc.-ptl0nal tlmhltilg ~ and holding 
SPR at 30%. Thetat)le U10cansldlrstheImpact of a 13 Inch • llml anthertcrl8ll0naltlnry and a 
115inch size llmlt on thecomnwctaifl8twygiven no bycalct'I mortally and a ~ ,__ ffl011111ty rate.

13 INCH 141NCH 151NCH 18 INCH 13°& 16 

RECREATIONALHARVEST 8,844,800 8,511,881 8,487,820 7,821,&10 8,881,9115 
(numblrs) 
DIFFERENCE 
% DIFFERENCE 

0 
o.~ 

-82.111 
-0.&ell 

-151,980
-1.m-. 

-82'Z,770 
-9-Sa 

37,3115 
0.43 

RECREATIONALHARVEST 32.114,20i1 32.187,531 32.210,8$4 32,188,188 32;250,320 
(pounds) 
DIFFERENCE 0 73.333 ae,«n 71,9&4 138,116 
% DIFFERENCE o.~ 0.23'1t o.~ 0~ 0.42 

COMM:RCIALHARVEST 3,0.,194 3.038.'457 3,oaec 2,aa,.132 2,874,1533 
(numbers) 
DIFFERENCE-
% DIFFERENCE 

0 
o.~ 

-8,7.f/ 
-0~ 

-18,710 
-0.sftt 

-152,082 ·170,561....... -5.93 

CCMJERCt,L-HNNEST 33,8,487 33.489,811 33.511.357 33 •••• 33,566,663 
(polJndl) 
DIFFERENCE 0 70,124 9U70 70,079 139,177 
% DIFFERENCE o.~ 0.21~ 0.2ft 0.21~ 0.e% 

CCMJERCIALHARVEST $72.201,211 $72,352,871 sn.«>1,812 $7Z.352,58'Z$72,501,833 
(value) 
DIFFERENCE 0 $151,. $200,800 $151,371 $300,822 
% DIFFERENCE o.~ 0.21~ 0.2ft 0.21~ 0.e% 
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TOTAL HARVEST 11,689,794 11,600,138 11,518,104 10,714,982 11,568,549 
(numbers) 
DIFFERENCE 0 .a,868 -173,890 -974,832 -133,245 
% DIFFERENCE 0.00% -0.77% -1.~ -8.34% 1.14% 

TOTAL HARVEST 66,540,891 66,984,147 66,729,992 65,882,734 66,815,983 
{pcu,da) 
DIFFERENCE 0 143,467 189,301 142.~ 275,293 
% DIFFERENCE 0.00% 0.22% 0.29'Jr. 0.22'Jr. 0.42% 

Fromthe table It la otMoul that mmdmumyield per recn.dtwould be achNMd with a sin limitbetween 
15 and 18 Inches total length giventhe prcpoaed size llmtla. l-tow9wr, thert_.. poWltlal benefits 
expectedby t,aw,g differentsize limits on each sectcr ~ the flahery. Baaed on the table abol.'9given a 
13 Inch siZe llmlt on the recruti0naAfisheryand a 18inchm llml cammercially the recreati0nalfishery 
could Increase harveSt In b0tt'Inumblr and pauids and the comnwcill fllhlry C0UJdlnaease yield anct 
dertw an economic benefit. We are not recommending ttw specific limb be pla0ld on the fishery; 
how9Ylr,wedo fNf a men thorough ~~ the Impact ~ sizll llmls an the l'ld snapperfishery is 
warrant.Idprier . to ~ ICl'Wlng 8iZellmtts.. 

J>S & RI-S/111' 
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U.S. DiPAIITMINT OP COMMERCE 
National Gennie and Atlllosplleric Administration 

Office of General Counsel 
Southeast Region 
9450 Koge: Blvd. 
St •. Petersburg, !'I, 33702 

December l, 1992 

TO: GMFMC.- Wayne Swingle 

FM: GCSE - John P~drick ~~ 
StJBJ: Rationale for an SEIS Covering the -Proposed SMZs off 

Alabama 

The NEPAregulations, at 40 C.P.R. l502.9(c), require an S!IS i.f 
there ia·a substantial change in an action which is relevant to 
enviromnental concerns, or if a proposed measure within the 
action p:esents significant new circumstances which are relevant 
to environmental concerns ud which bear on the action or its · 
impacts. I believe that the three SMZs proposed off Alabama meet 
these criteria for production of an SEIS. 

. . 

The impacts of these SMZs will be similar ill scope md effect to 
those of the stressed area, discussed iD the original !'BIS 
accompa.n:rinCJthe FHP, and of the longline and buoy gear
restrict 011• c:eated iD Amendment 1. ·They~• sigDificant ill 
that there will be tight :restriction of the CJa&r• that can be 
used within them. Spearfishing will collti.Due to be aJ.lcrwad, but 
any other gear with more.than thrN hooka will b~ prohibited. 
This bans pelagic longliDes from the large area covered by the 
SMZs, for ~ample. 

There was very little diacusaion befo:e the Council of the extent 
to which commercial fi•hiDg exists ill tbe proposed SMSs, except 
to sa.y that it is not axtansive. There was little d.iscuasion of 
the gears uaed in the propo•~ SHZ•. There waa little discussion 
of the fi•h atocu preaut in these areas. Discussiosi of the 
impacts on tl:ie fJear& nov in the fishery, a.a wall a.a the impacts 
oil th• fi•ll atoclca pr••ent.ill the SIiia, will ezpand 011 the 
~dmini~trativa r-ecord.andarlyinv th.is proposal. 

Other factors l•adin7 ta 1ll'f conclusion include the fa.ct that 
these a.re the first SHI• in tl:Le Gulf. "rhey are also much larger 
than any SMZ apprOYed elaewher~, ud extend iDto Dmcli deeper 
water. The gear reatrictiou, extant of the SMZs, and their 
allocative effects-also should be discussed in tums of their 
effect OD tbe ham.an eDvhomaent. ·· 

cc:· F /SEO - Andy :rennne":'e.r 
Bill Lindall 
Bill Tu.mer 
Bob Sadler 

GC!' - Mariam McCal.l 
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January 6, 1993 

NOTE: THE FOLLOWING IS AN UNOFFICIAL COMPILATION OP FEDERAL 
REGULATIONS PREPARED IN THE SOUTHEAST REGIONAL OPPICB OP THE 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE FOR THE INFORMATION AND 
CONVENIENCE OP INTERESTED PERSONS. IT DOES NOT INCLUDE CHANGES 
TO THESE REGULATIONS THAT MAY HAVE OCCURRED AFTER THE DATE 
INDICATED ABOVE. 

DEPARTMENTor COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries service (NMFS) 
50 CFR Part 641 

PART 641--REEP FISH FISHERY or THE GULP OF MEXICO 

subpart A-General Provisions 
Sec. 
641.1 Purpose and scope. 
641.2 Definitions. 
641.3 Relation to other laws. 
641.4 Permits and fees. 
641.5 Recordkeeping and reporting. 
641.6 Vessel, structure, and gear identification. 
641.7 Prohibitions. 
641.8 Facilitation of enforcement. 
641.9 Penalties. 
Subpart B-Management Measures 
641.20 Fishing year. 
641.21 Harvest limitations. 
641.22 Gear restrictions. 
641.23 Area limitations. 
641.24 Bag and possession limits. 
641.25 Commercial quotas. 
641.26 Closures. 
641.27 Exemptions for the groundfish trawl fishery. 
641.28 Adjustment of management measures. 
641.29 Specifically authorized activities. 
Appendix A-Tal>les and Piquras 

Authority: 16 u.s.c. 1801 fil seq. 
Subpart A-General Provisions 
§ 641.1 Purpose and scope. 

(a) The purpose of t~is part is to implement the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Reef Fish Resources of the Gulf of 
Mexico, prepared by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management council 
under the Magnuson Act. 

(b) This part governs conservation and management of reef 
fish in the EEZ of the Gulf of Mexico, except that§§ 641.5 and 
641.25 also apply to fish from adjoining State waters. 
§ 641.2 Definitions. 
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; 

In addition to the definitions in the Magnuson Act and in§ 
620.2 of this chapter, the terms used in this part have the 
following meanings: 

Buoy gear means fishing gear consisting of a float and one 
or more weighted lines suspended therefrom, generally long enough 
to reach the bottom, on which there is a hook or hooks (usually 6 
to 10) at or near the end, which is allowed to drift freely with 
periodic retrieval to remove catch and rebait hooks. 

Charter vessel means a vessel less than 100 gross tons (90.8 
metric tons) that meets the requirements of the Coast Guard to 
carry six or fewer passengers for hire and that carries a 
passenger for hire at any time during the calendar year. A 
charter vessel with a permit issued under§ 641.4 is considered 
to be operating as a charter vessel when it carries a passenger
who pays a fee or when there are more than three persons aboard, 
including operator and crew. 

Fish trap means any trap and the component parts thereof 
used for or capable of taking finfish, regardless of the 
construction material, except those traps historically used in 
the directed fisheries for crustaceans (blue crab, stone crab, 
and spiny lobster).

Fork length means the distance from the tip of the snout to 
the rear center edge of the tail (caudal fin). (See Appendix A, 
Figure 1.) 

Groundfish trawl fishery means fishing by a vessel that uses 
a bottom trawl, the unsorted catch of which is ground up for 
animal feed or industrial products. 

Headboat means a vessel that holds a valid Certificate of 
Inspection issued by the Coast Guard to carry passengers for 
hire. A headboat with a permit issued under§ 641.4 is 
considered to be operating as a headboat when it carries a 
passenger who pays a fee or when there are more than three 
persons aboard, including operator and crew. 

Powerhead means any device with an explosive charge, usually 
attached to a speargun, spear, pole, or stick, that fires a 
projectile upon contact. 

Reef fish refers to fish in the following two categories: 
(a) Management unit. Species taken in the directed fishery

include the following: 
snappers--Lutjanidae Family 

Queen snapper, Etelis oculatus 
Mutton snapper, Lutjanus analis 
Schoolmaster, Lutianus apodus 
Blackfin snapper, Lutjanus buccanella 
Red snapper, Lutjanus campechanus 
cubera snapper, Lutjanus cyanopterus
Gray (mangrove) snapper, Lutianus griseus 
Dog snapper, Lutjanus i2£Y 
Mahogany snapper, Lutjanus mahogoni 
Lane snapper, Lutianus synagris
Silk snapper, Lutianus vivanus 
Yellowtail snapper, Ocyurus chrysurus 
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Wenchman, Pristipomoides aqy.ilonaris 
Vermilion snapper, Rhomboplites aurorubens 

Groupers--Serranidae Family 
Rock hind, Epinephelus adscensionis 
Speckled hind, Epinephelus drummondhayi 
Yellowedge grouper, Epinephelus flavolimbatus 
Red hind, Epinephelus guttatus 
Jewfish, Epinephelus itajara 
Red grouper, Epinephelus morio 
Misty grouper, Epinephelus mystacinus 
Warsaw grouper, Epinephelus nigritus
Snowy grouper, Epinephelus niveatus 
Nassau grouper, Epinephelus striatus 
Black grouper, Mycteroperca bonaci 
Yellowmouth grouper, Mycteroperca interstitialis 
Gag, Mycteroperca microlepis 
Scamp, Mycteroperca phenax
Yellowfin grouper, Mycteroperca venenosa 

sea Basses--Serranidae Family 
Bank sea bass, Centropristis ocyurus 
Rock sea bass, Centropristis philadelphica 
Black sea bass, Centropristis striata 

Tilefishes--Malacanthidae Family 
Goldface tilefish, caulolatilus chrysops 
Blackline tilefish, caulolatilus cyanops
Anchor tilefish, Caulolatilus intermedius 
Blueline tilefish, Caulolatilus microps 
Tilefish, Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps

Jacks--carangidae Family 
Greater amberjack, Seriola dumerili 
Lesser amberjack, seriola fasciata 
Almaco jack, Seriola rivoliana 
Banded rudderfish, Seriola zonata 

Grunts--Haemulidae Family 
White grunt, Haemulon plumieri

Porgies--Sparidae Family 
Red porgy, Pagrus pagrus

Triggerfishes--Balistidae Family 
Gray triggerfish, Balistes capriscus 

(b) Fishery. Species taken incidental to the directed 
fishery include the following: 

Wrasses--Labridae Family 
Hogfish, Lachnolaimus maximus 

Grunts--Haemulidae Family 
Tomtate, Haemulonaurolineatum 
Pigfish, Orthopristis chrysoptera 

Porgies--sparidae Family 
Grass porgy, Calamus arctifrons 
Jolthead porgy, Calamus bajonado 
Knobbed porgy, Calamus nodosus 
Littlehead porgy, Calamus proridens 
Pinfish, Lagodon rhomboides 
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Sand Perches--Serranidae Family 
Dwarf sand perch, Diplectrum bivittatum 
sand perch, Diplectrum formosum 

Triggerfishes--Balistidae Family 
Queen triggerfish, Balistes vetula 

Regional Director means the Regional Director (or a 
designee), Southeast Region, NMFS, Duval Building, 9450 Koger 
Boulevard, St. Petersburg, FL 33702; telephone 813-893-3141. 

Roller trawl means a trawl net equipped with a series of 
large solid rollers separated by several smaller spacer rollers 
on a separate cable or line (sweep) connected to the footrope,
which makes it possible to fish the gear over rough bottom, i.e., 
in areas unsuitable for fishing conventional shrimp trawls. 
Rigid framed trawls adapted for shrimping over uneven bottom, in 
wide use along the west coast of Florida, and shrimp trawls with 
hollow plastic rollers for fishing on soft bottoms, are not 
considered roller trawls. 

Science and Research Director means the Science and Research 
Director, southeast Fisheries Center, NMFS, 75 Virginia Beach 
Drive, Miami, FL 33149, telephone 305-361-5761, or a designee. 

statistical area means one or more of the 21 statistical 
grids depicted in Appendix A, Figure 2. 

Total length means the distance from the tip of the snout to 
the furthermost tip of the tail (caudal fin) when depressed. 
(See Appendix A, Figure 1.) 
~ means a fishing trip, regardless of number of days 

duration, that begins with departure from a dock, berth, beach, 
seawall, or ramp and that terminates with return to a dock, 
berth, beach, seawall, or ramp. 
§ 641.3 Relation to other laws. 

The relation of this part to other laws is set forth in§ 
620.3 of this chapter. 
§ 641.4 Permits and fees. 

(a) Applicability.
(1) As a prerequisite to selling reef fish and to be 

eligible for exemption from the bag limits specified in§ 
641.24(b), an owner or operator of a vessel that fishes in the 
EEZ or a person who fishes in the EEZ from a structure must 
obtain an annual vessel permit.

(2) A qualifying owner or operator of a charter vessel or 
headboat may obtain a permit. However, a charter vessel or 
headboat must adhere to the bag limits when operating as a 
charter vessel or headboat. 

(3) For a corporation or partnership to be eligible for a 
vessel permit, the earned income qualification specified in 
paragraph (b) (2) (xi) of this section must be met by, and the . 
statement required by that paragraph must be submitted by, an 
officer or shareholder of the corporation, a general partner of 
the partnership, or the vessel operator. 

(4) An owner or operator of a vessel using a fish trap in 
the EEZ or a person using a fish trap from a structure in the EEZ 
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must obtain both a vessel permit and a color code from the 
Regional Director. 

(5) A vessel permit issued upon the qualification of an 
operator is valid only when that person is the operator of the 
vessel. 

(b) Application for permit. 
(1) An application for a vessel permit must be submitted 

and signed by the owner or operator of the vessel or by a person 
who fishes from a structure. The application must be submitted 
to the Regional Director at least 60 days prior to the date on 
which the applicant desires to have the permit made effective. 

(2) Permit applicants must provide the following 
information (a person fishing from a structure may omit vessel 
information): · 

(i) Name, mailing address including zip code, and telephone 
number of the owner of the vessel; 

(ii) Name, mailing address including zip code, and 
telephone number of the applicant, if other than the owner; 

(iii) Social security number and date of birth of the 
applicant and the owner; 

(iv) Name of the vessel; 
(v) The vessel's official number; 
(vi) Home port or principal port of landing, gross tonnage, 

radio call sign, and length of the vessel; 
(vii) Engine horsepower and year the vessel was built; 
(viii) Type of gear to be fished and other fisheries vessel 

is used for; 
{ix) Passenger capacity and U.S. Coast Guard license 

number{s) of vessel operator{s) if the vessel also operates as a 
charter vessel or headboat during the year;

(x) Any oth~r information concerning vessel and gear 
characteristics requested by the Regional Director; 

{xi) A sworn statement by the applicant certifying that 
more than 50 percent of his or her earned income was derived from 
commercial, charter, or headboat fishing during the calendar year 
preceding the application, except that, for renewal of permits 
for 1993 and ensuing years, the earned income requirement may be 
met in either of the two calendar years preceding the 
application; 

{xii) Proof of certification, as required by paragraph 
(b) (3) of this section1 

(xiii) If fish traps will be used to harvest reef fish, 
(A) The number, dimensions, and estimated cubic volume of 

the fish traps that will be used; 
(B) The applicant's desired color code for use in 

identifying his or her vessel and buoys; and 
(C) A statement that the applicant will allow an authorized 

officer reasonable access to his or her property (vessel, dock, 
or structure) to examine fish traps for compliance with these 
regulations; and 

(xiv) If fish traps will be used from a fixed structure, 
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(A) The name and number of the oil or gas structure or the 
most descriptive identification for other types of structures; 
and 

(B) The location of the structure in latitude and longitude 
or distance and direction from a fixed point of land. 

(3) The Regional Director may require the applicant to 
provide documentation supporting the sworn statement under 
paragraph (b) (2) (xii) of this section before a permit is issued 
or to substantiate why such a permit should not be denied, 
revoked, or otherwise sanctioned under paragraph (i) of this 
section. 

(c) Change in application information. The owner or 
operator of a vessel with a permit must notify the Regional
Director within 30 days after any change in the application 
information specified in paragraph (b) of this section. The 
permit is void if any change in the information is not reported 
within 30 days. 

(d) Fees. A fee is charged for each permit application 
submitted under paragraph (b) of this section and for each fish 
trap identification tag required under§ 641.6(d). The amount of 
the fees is calculated, at least annually, in accordance with the 
procedures of the NOAA Finance Handbook for determining the 
administrative costs of each special product or service, and may 
not exceed such costs. Applicable fees are specified with the 
application form and must be remitted with each application or 
request for fish trap identification tags. 

(e) Issuance. 
(1) The Regional Director will issue a permit at any time 

to an applicant if the application is complete and the applicant 
meets the earned income requirement specified in paragraph 
(b) (2) (xi) of this section. An application is complete when all 
requested forms, information, and documentation have been 
received and the applicant has submitted all applicable reports 
specified at§ 641.5. 

(2) Upon receipt of an incomplete application, the Regional 
Director will notify the applicant of the deficiency. If the 
applicant fails to correct the deficiency within 30 days of the 
date of the Regional Director's letter of notification, the 
application will be considered abandoned. 

(f) Duration. A permit remains valid for the period
specified on it unless the vessel is sold or the permit is 
revoked, suspended, or modified pursuant to subpart D of 15 CFR 
part 904. 

(g) Transfer. Except as provided for under paragraph (1)
of this section, a permit issued under this section is not 
transferable or assignable. A person purchasing a vessel with a 
permit to fish for reef fish must apply for a permit in 
accordance with the provisions of paragraph (b) of this section. 
The application must be accompanied by a copy of an executed 
(signed) bill of sale. 

(h) Display. A permit issued under this section must be 
carried on board the fishing vessel or fixed structure, and such 
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vessel or structure must be identified as provided for in§ 
641.6. The operator of a fishing vessel or person fishing fish 
traps from a fixed structure must present the permit for 
inspection upon request of an authorized officer. 

(i) sanctions and denials. A permit issued pursuant to 
this section may be revoked, suspended, or modified, and a permit 
application may be denied, in accordance with the procedures 
governing enforcement-related permit sanctions and denials found 
at subpart D of 15 CFR part 904. 

(j) Alteration. A permit that is altered, erased, or 
mutilated is invalid. 

(k) Replacement. A replacement permit may be issued. An 
application for a replacement permit will not be considered a new 
application. A fee, the amount of which is stated with the 
application form, must accompany each request for a replacement 
permit. 

(1) Moratorium on permits. The provisions of this 
paragraph (1) are effective through May 7, 1995. 

(1) An application for a vessel permit that is postmarked 
or hand-delivered after May 7, 1992, will not be accepted, except 
for an application for renewal of an existing vessel permit or as 
provided in paragraphs (l} (2) and (1) (3) of this section. 

(2) An owner of a permitted vessel may transfer the vessel 
permit to another vessel owned by him or her by returning the 
existing permit with an application for a vessel permit for the 
replacement vessel. · 

(3) A person purchasing a vessel with a permit issued under 
this section may obtain a permit for that vessel, and renew the 
permit for that vessel for the first calendar year after the 
purchase, without meeting the earned income requirement of 
paragraph (b) (2) (xi) of this section, provided that the seller 
met the earned income requirement. However, to renew the vessel 
permit for the second calendar year after the purchase, the new 
owner must meet that earned income requirement not later than the 
first calendar year after the purchase takes place. 

(4) A permit that is not renewed or is revoked will not be 
reissued. 
[Th• following paragraphs (m) and (n) are effective Deceml>er 30, 
1992, through Karch 30, 1993, and may be extended for an 
additional 90 days.] 

(m) Red snapper endorsement. 
(1) As a prerequisite for exemption from the trip limit for 

red snapper specified in§ 641.2l(d) (1), a vessel for which a 
reef fish permit has been issued under this section must have a 
red snapper endorsement on such permit. 

(2) A red snapper endorsement is invalid upon sale of th·e 
vessel; however, an owner may transfer an endorsement to another 
vessel owned by him or her in accordance with the permit transfer 
provisions specified in§ 641.4(1) (2). 

(n) condition of a permit. As a condition of a reef fish 
permit issued under this section, without regard to where red 
snapper are harvested or possessed, a permitted vessel--
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(1) Must abide by the red snapper closure provisions of§ 
641. 30; 

(2) May not exceed the appropriate vessel trip limit for 
red snapper, as specified in§ 641.21(d) (1) or {d) (2); and 

(3) May not transfer a red snapper at sea, as specified in 
§ 641.2l(d) {3). 
§ 641.5 Recordkeeping and reporting. 

(a) A person specified in paragraphs {b) through (i) of 
this section must submit the information required by those 
paragraphs to the Science and Research Director except for data 
elements reported to a state agency acting as the Science and 
Research Director's designee. Failure to comply with the 
reporting requirements of the State of landing is a Federal 
violation. 

(b) Vessels and persons fishing with fish traps. The owner 
or operator of a vessel or a person on a structure permitted 
under§ 641.4 to fish with a fish trap in the Gulf of Mexico EEZ 
or who fishes in adjoining State waters must maintain a fishing 
record on a form available from the Science and Research 
Director. These forms must be submitted to the Science and 
Research Director so as to be received not later than 7 days 
after the end of each fishing trip or, in the case of a person 
fishing with fish traps from a structure, not later than 7 days 
after the end of each month. If no fishing occurred during a 
month, a report so stating must be submitted on one of the forms 
to be received not later than 7 days after the end of each month. 
If fishing occurred, the following information must be reported: 

(1) Permit number as provided for in§ 641.4. 
{2) Pounds of catch of reef fish by species for each type 

of gear used. 
(3) Date of trip, depth fished, and fishing location by 

statistical area. 
(4) Number of trap hauls resulting in the catch. 
{5) Duration (days and hours) traps were fished before each 

haul. 
(6) Mesh size of traps. 
{c) Vessels not fishing with fish traps. The owner or 

operator of a vessel that is permitted under§ 641.4 to fish with 
gear other than fish traps in the Gulf of Mexico EEZ, or who 
fishes in adjoining State waters, and who is selected by the 
Science and Research Director, must maintain a fishing record for 
each fishing trip on a form available from the Science and 
Research Director. These forms must be submitted to the S~ience 
and Research Director on a monthly basis (or more frequently, if 
requested by the Science and Research Director) so as to be 
received not later than the 7th day of the end of the reporting 
period. If no fishing occurred during a month, a report so 
stating must be submitted on one of the forms. If fishing 
occurred, the following information must be reported for each 
trip: 

(1) Name and official number of vessel. 
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(2) Date(s) of trip and fishing location(s) by statistical 
area(s). 

· (3) Pounds of catch of any reef fish by species. 
(4) Type and quantity of gear fished. 
(5) Duration (days and hours) of vessel fishing effort. 
(6) Duration (hours) gear was fished before each haul. 
(d) Dealers and processors. Any person who receives reef 

fish by way of purchase, barter, trade, or sale from a fishing 
vessel or person that fishes for, or lands said fish from the 
Gulf of Mexico EEZ or from adjoining State waters, and who is 
selected to report, must provide the following information to the 
Science and Research Director at monthly intervals, or more 
frequently if requested, on -forms provided:

(1) Name and address; 
(2) Total poundage of each species received during that 

month, or other requested interval; 
(3) Average monthly price paid for each species by market 

size; and 
(4) Proportion of total poundage landed by each gear type. 
(e) Recreational fishermen interviews. [Reserved] 
(f) Charter vessels. The owner of operator of a charter 

vessel that fishes for or lands reef fish under the bag limits in 
the Gulf of Mexico EEZ or in adjoining State waters, and who is 
selected to report, must maintain a daily fishing record for each 
trip on forms provided by the Science and Research Director, and 
must submit the forms to the Science and Research Director weekly
within 7 days of the end of each week (Sunday). Information on 
the forms includes, but is not limited to the following:

(1) Name and official number of vessel. 
(2) Operator's Coast Guard license number. 
(3) Date and duration of fishing (hours) of each trip. 
(4) Number of fishermen on trip. 
(5) Fishing location, by statistical area. 
(6) Fishing methods and type of gear. 
(7) Species targeted. 
(8) Number and estimated weight of fish caught by species. 
(g) Headboats. The owner or operator of a headboat that 

fishes for or lands reef fish in the Gulf of Mexico EEZ or in 
adjoining State waters, and who is selected to report, must 
maintain a fishing record for each trip, or a portion of such 
trips as specified by the Science and Research Director, on forms 
provided by the Science and Research Director and must report the 
following information at least monthly within 7 days of the end 
of each month: 

(1) Name and official number of vessel. 
(2) Date(s) and location of each trip and duration of 

fishing (hours). 
(3) Number of fishermen on each trip. 
(4) Number of fish caught and approximate weight by 

species.· 
(5) Any other fishery management data requested by the 

Science and Research Director. 
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(6) Operator's U.S. Coast Guard license numl:>er. 
(h) commercial vessel. charter vessel, and headboat 

inventory. Any person described under paragraphs (c), (f), and 
(g) of this section, and who was not selected to report on a 
monthly or more frequent basis, must provide the following 
information when interviewed annually by the Science and Research 
Director: 

(1) Name and official number of vessel; 
(2) Length and tonnage; 
(3) current home port; 
(4) Fishing areas by statistical area; 
(5) Ports where fish were landed during the last year; 
(6) Type and quantity of gear; and 
(7) Number of full- and part-time fishermen or crew 

members. 
(i) Additional data and inspection. Additional data will 

be collected by authorized statistical reporting agents, as 
designees of the Science and Research Director, and by authorized 
officers. An owner or operator of a fishing vessel, a person 
fishing traps from a structure, and a dealer or processor are 
required upon request to make reef fish or parts thereof 
available for inspection by the Science and Research Director or 
an authorized officer. 
§ 641.6 Vessel, structure, and gear identification. 

(a) vessels. 
(1) A vessel for which a permit has been issued under·§ 

641.4 must display its official number--
Ci) on the port and starboard sides of the deckhouse or 

hull and on an appropriate weather deck so as to be clearly
visible from an enforcement vessel or aircraft; 

(ii) In block arabic numerals in contrasting color to the 
background; · 

(iii) At least 18 inches in height for fishing vessels over 
65 feet in length and at least 10 inches in height for all other 
vessels; and 

(iv) Permanently affixed to or painted on the vessel. 
(2) In addition, a vessel for which a permit has been 

issued under§ 641.4 to fish with fish traps must display its 
color code--

(i) On the port and starboard sides of the deckhouse or 
hull and on an appropriate weather deck so as to be clearly 
visible from an enforcement vessel or aircraft; 

(ii) In the form of a circle at least 20 inches in 
diameter; and 

(iii) Permanently affixed to or painted on the vessel. 
(b) structures. A person fishing from a structure with a 

fish trap who has been issued a permit under§ 641.4 must display 
his permit number and color code--

(1) So as to be clearly visible from an enforcement vessel 
or aircraft; 

(2) With the permit number in block arabic numerals in 
contrasting color to the background; 
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(3) With the permit number at least 10 inches in height; 
(4) With the color code in the form of a circle at least 20 

inches in diameter; and 
(5) Permanently affixed to or painted on the structure. 
(c) Duties of operator or person. The operator of each 

fishing vessel specified in paragraph (a) or person specified in 
paragraph (b) of this section must--

(1) Keep the official number or permit number and color 
code clearly legible and in good repair, and 

(2) Ensure that no part of the fishing vessel or structure, 
its rigging, fishing gear, or any other material aboard obstructs 
the view of the official number or permit number and color code 
from any enforcement vessel or aircraft. 

(d) Fish traps. A valid identification tag, available from 
the Regional Director, must be affixed to each fish trap used or 
possessed in the EEZ. such tag shows the specific tag number 
(normally 1 through 100, or less), the permit number, and the 
month and year through which the permit and tag are valid. 

(e) Buoys. Each fish trap, or the ends of a string of fish 
traps, must be marked by a floating buoy or by a·buoy designed to 
be submerged and automatically released. Each buoy used to mark 
fish traps must display the designated color code and permit 
number so as to be easily distinguished, located, and identified. 

(f) Presumption of ownership. A fish trap in the EEZ will 
be presumed to be the property of the most recently documented 
owner. This presumption will not apply with respect to traps 
that are lost or sold if the owner reports the loss or sale 
within 15 days to the Regional Director. 

(g) Unmarked traps or buoys. An unmarked fish trap or buoy
deployed in the EEZ is illegal and may be disposed of in any 
appropriate manner by the Secretary (including an authorized 
officer). If an owner of an unmarked trap or buoy can be 
ascertained, such owner is subject to appropriate civil 
penalties. 
§ 641.7 Prohibitions. 

In addition to the general prohibitions specified in§ 620.7 
of this chapter, it is unlawful for any person to do any of the 
following: 

(a) Falsify information specified in§ 641.4(b) (2) on an 
application for a vessel permit.

(b) Fail to display a permit, as specified in§ 641.4(h). 
(c) Falsify or fail to provide information required to be 

submitted or reported, as required by§ 641.S(b) through (h). 
(d) Fail to make reef fish or parts thereof available for 

inspection, as required by§ 641.S(i). 
(e) Falsify or fail to display and maintain vessel and gear 

identification, as required by§ 641.6. 
(f) Possess a reef fish smaller than the minimum size 

limits, as specified in§ 641.2l(a).
(g) Possess a reef fish without its head and fins intact, 

as specified in§ 641.2l(b). 
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(h) Fish with poisons or explosives or possess on board a 
fishing vessel any dynamite or similar explosive substance, as 
specified in§ 641.22(a). 

(i) Use or possess in the EEZ a fish trap that does not 
conform to the requirements for escape windows, degradable 
openings, and mesh sizes specified in§ 641.22(b) (1),(2), and 
{ 3) • 

(j) Use in the EEZ shoreward of the 50-fathom isobath a 
fish trap that exceeds the maximum allowable size specified in§
641.22{b)(4). 

(k) Fish or possess in the EEZ more than 100 fish traps per
vessel or structure, as specified in§ 641.22(b) (5). 

(1) Pull or tend a fish trap, except during the hours 
specified in§ 641.22(b) (6) (i): or tend, open, pull, or otherwise 
molest or have in possession another person's fish trap, except 
as specified in§ 641.22(b) (6) {ii). 

(m) Use a powerhead to take reef fish of the management 
unit in the stressed area, as specified in§ 641.23(a) (1). 

{n) Use a fish trap or a roller trawl in the stressed area, 
as specified in§ 641.23(a) (2).

(o) Use a longline or buoy gear to fish for reef fish in 
the longline and buoy gear restricted area, as specified in§
641. 23 (b). 

(p) Exceed the bag and possession limits, as specified in§ 
641.24(a) through (d). 

(q) Operate a vessel with reef fish aboard that are smaller 
than the minimum size limits, do not have head and fins intact, 
or are in excess of the cumulative bag limit, as specified in§§ 
641.21(c) and 641.24(e). 

(r) Transfer reef fish at sea, as specified in§ 641.24(f). 
(s) Purchase, barter, trade, or sell a reef fish taken by a 

vessel that does not have a permit or by a person fishing from a 
structure who does not have a permit, as specified in§ 641.4(a), 
or taken under the bag limits, as specified in§ 641.24{g). 

(t) Harvest or possess a jewfish in or from the EEZ. 
[The following paragraphs (u), (v), and (w) are effective 
Dece:ml:)er 30, 1992, through March 30, 1993, and may be extended 
for an additional 90 days.) 

(u) Exceed the bag and possession limits for red snapper or 
purchase, barter, trade, or sell red snapper during the closure 
of the commercial fishery for red snapper, as specified in§
641. 30. 

(v) Exceed the vessel trip limits for red snapper, as 
specified in§ 641.2l(d)(l) and (d) (2). 

(w) Transfer a red snapper at sea, as specified in§ 
641.21(d) (3). 
§ 641.8 Facilitation of enforcement. 

See§ 620.8 of this chapter. 
§ 641.9 Penalties. 

See§ 620.9 of this chapter. 
Subpart B-Management Measures 
§ 641.20 Fishing year. 
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The fishing year for reef fish begins on January 1 and ends 
on December 31. 
§ 641.21 Harvest limitations. 

(a) Minimum sizes. The following minimum size limits apply 
for the possession of reef fish in or taken from the EEZ: 

(1) Red snapper--13 inches total length. 
(2) Gray, mutton, and yellowtail snappers--12 inches total 

length. 
(3) Lane and vermilion snappers--8 inches total length.
(4) Red, Nassau, yellowfin, and black groupers and gag--20

inches total length. 
(5) Greater amberjack--28 inches fork length for a fish 

taken by a person subject to the bag limit specified in§
641.24(b) (4) and 36 inches fork length, for a fish taken by a 
person not subject to the bag limit. 

(6) Black sea bass--8 inches total length. 
(b) Head and fins intact. A reef fish subject to a minimum 

size limit specified in paragraph (a) of this section possessed 
in the EEZ must have its head and fins intact and such reef fish 
taken from the EEZ must have its head and fins intact through 
landing. Such reef fish may be eviscerated but must otherwise be 
maintained in a whole condition. 

(c) Operator responsibility. The operator of a vessel that 
fishes in the EEZ is responsible for ensuring that reef fish 
possessed aboard that vessel comply with the minimum sizes 
specified in paragraph (a) of this section and are maintained 
with head and fins intact as specified in paragraph (b) of this 
section. 
[The following paragraph (d) is effective December 30, 1992, 
through March 30, 1993, and may be extended for an additional 90 
days.] 

(d) Red snapper trip and transfer limitations. 
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (d)(2) of this section, 

a vessel for which a reef fish permit has been issued under§ 
641.4 may not possess on any trip red snapper in excess of 200 
pounds (91 kg), whole or eviscerated. 

(2) A vessel for which a red snapper endorsement has been 
issued under§ 641.4(m) may not possess on any trip red snapper 
in excess of 2,000 pounds (907 kg), whole or eviscerated weight. 

(3) A red snapper may not be transferred at sea from one 
vessel to another. 
§ 641.22 Gear restrictions. 

(a) Poisons and explosives. Poisons and explosives may not 
be used to take reef fish in the EEZ; however, powerheads may be 
used outside the stressed area. A vessel in the reef fish 
fishery may not possess on board any dynamite or similar 
explosive substance. 

(b) Fish traps. A fish trap used or possessed in the EEZ 
and a person using a fish trap in the EEZ are subject to the 
following requirements and limitations: 
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(1) Escape windows. Each trap must have at least two 
escape windows on each of two sides, excluding the bottom (a 
t6tal of four escape windows), that are 2 x 2 inches or larger. 

(2) Openings and degradable fasteners. 
(i) A degradable panel or access door must be located 

opposite each side of the trap that has a funnel. 
(ii) The opening covered by each degradable panel or access 

door must be 144 square inches or larger, with one dimension of 
the area equal to or larger than the largest interior axis of the 
trap's throat (funnel) with no other dimension less than 6 
inches. 

(iii) The hinges and fasteners of each degradable panel or 
access door must be constructed of one of the following 
materials: 

(A) Untreated jute string of 3/16-inch diameter or smaller; 
or 

(B) Magnesium alloy, time float releases (pop-up devices) 
or similar magnesium alloy fasteners. 

(3) Mesh sizes. A fish trap must meet all of the following
mesh size requirements (based on centerline measurements between 
opposite wires or netting strands) (see Appendix A, Figure 3): 

(i) A minimum of 2 square inches of opening for each mesh; 
(ii) One-inch minimum length for the shortest side; 
(iii) Minimum distance of 1 inch between parallel sides of 

rectangular openings, and 1.5 inches between parallel sides of 
square openings and of mesh openings with more than four sides: 
and 

(iv} One and nine-tenths (1.9) inches minimum distance for 
diagonal measures of mesh. 

(4) Maximum allowable size. The maximum allowable size for 
a fish trap fished in the EEZ shoreward of the SO-fathom isobath 
(300-foot contour) is 33 cubic feet in volume. Fish trap volume 
is determined by measuring the external dimensions of the trap, 
and includes both the enclosed holding capacity of the trap and 
the volume of the funnel(s} within those dimensions. There is no 
size limitation for fish traps fished seaward of the SO-fathom 
isobath. 

(5) Effort limitation. The maximum number of traps that 
may be assigned to, possessed, or fished in the EEZ by a vessel 
or from a structure is 100. 

(6) Tending traps.
(i) A reef fish trap may be pulled or tended only during 

the period from official (civil) sunrise to official (civil) 
sunset. 

(ii) A reef fish trap may be tended only by a person (other 
than an authorized officer) aboard the vessel permitted to fish 
such trap, or aboard another vessel if such vessel has on board 
written consent of the vessel permit holder. 
§ 641.23 Area limitations. 

(a) Stressed area. 
(1) A powerhead may not be used in the stressed area to 

take reef fish of the management unit. Possession of a powerhead 
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and a mutilated reef fish of the management unit in the stressed 
area or after having fished in the stressed area constitutes 
prima facie evidence that such reef fish was taken with a 
powerhead in the stressed area. 

(2) A fish trap or a roller trawl may not be used in the 
stressed area. A fish trap used in the stressed area will be 
considered unclaimed or abandoned property and may be disposed of 
in any appropriate manner by the Secretary (including an 
authorized officer). If an owner of such fish trap can be 
ascertained, such owner is subject to appropriate civil 
penalties.

(3) The stressed area is that portion of the EEZ in the 
Gulf of Mexico shoreward of a line connecting the points listed 
in Appendix A, Table i. (See also Appendix A, Figure 4.)

(b) Longline and buoy gear restricted area. 
(1) Longline and buoy gear may not be used to fish for reef 

fish in the longline and buoy gear restricted area. For the 
purposes of this paragraph (b), fishing for reef fish means 
possessing or landing reef fish--

(i) For which a bag limit is specified in§ 641.24(b), in 
excess of that bag limit; or 

(ii) For which no bag limit is specified, in excess of 5 
percent by weight of all fish aboard or landed. 

(2) A person aboard a vessel that uses on any trip longline 
or buoy gear in the longline and buoy gear restricted area to 
fish for species other than reef fish is limited on that trip to 
the bag limits specified in§ 641.24(b) and, for other reef fish, 
to 5 percent by weight of all fish aboard the vessel or landed. 

(3) The longline and buoy gear restricted area is that 
portion of the EEZ in the Gulf of Mexico shoreward of a line 
connecting the points listed in Appendix A, Table 2. (See also 
Appendix A, Figure 5.) 
§ 641.24 Bag and possession limits. 

(a) Applicability. Bag limits apply to a person who fishes 
in the EEZ--

(1) From a fixed structure without a permit specified in§ 
641.4; 

(2) From a vessel--
(i) That does not have on board a permit specified in§

641.4, 
(ii) With trawl gear or entangling net gear on board, 
(iii) With a longline or buoy gear on board when such 

vessel is fishing or has fished on its present trip in the 
longline and buoy gear restricted area specified in§ 641.23(b), 
or 

(iv) That is operating as a charter vessel or headboat; or 
(3) For a species for which the quota specified in§ 641.25 

has been reached and closure has been effected. 
(4) For the purpose of paragraph (a)(2) (ii) of this 

section, a vessel is considered to have trawl gear on board when 
trawl doors and a net are on board. Removal from the vessel of 
all trawl doors or all nets constitutes removal of trawl gear. 
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(5) For the purpose of paragraph (a) (2) (iii) of this 
section, a vessel is considered to have a longline on board when 
a power-operated longline hauler, a cable of diameter and length 
suitable for use in the longline fishery, and gangions are on 
board. Removal on any one of these three elements, in its 
entirety, constitutes removal of a longline. 

(b) Bag limits. Daily bag limits are: 
(1) Red snapper--7. 
(2) Snappers, excluding red, lane, and vermilion snapper--

10. 
(3) Groupers, excluding jewfish--5. 
(4) Greater amberjack--3. 
(5) Jewfish--0. 
(c) Possession limits. A person subject to a bag limit may 

not possess in or from the EEZ during a single day, regardless of 
the number of trips or the duration of a trip, any reef fish in 
excess of the bag limits specified in paragraph (b) of this 
section, except that a person who is on a trip that spans more 
than 24 hours may possess no more than two daily bag limits, 
provided such trip is aboard a charter vessel or headboat, and, 

(1) The vessel has two licensed operators aboard as 
required by the U.S. Coast Guard for trips of over 12 hours, and 

(2) Each passenger is issued and has in possession a 
receipt issued on behalf of the vessel that verifies the length 
of the trip.

(d) combination of bag limits. A person who fishes in the 
EEZ may not combine a bag limit specified in paragraph (b) of 
this section with a bag or possession limit applicable to State 
waters. 

(e) Responsibility for bag and possession limits. The 
operator of a vessel that fishes in the EEZ is responsible for 
the cumulative bag or possession limit applicable to that vessel, 
based on the number of persons aboard. 

(f) Transfer of reef fish. A person for whom a bag or 
possession limit specified in paragraph (b) or (c) of this 
section applies may not transfer at sea a reef fish--

(1) Taken in the EEZ; or 
(2) In the EEZ, regardless of where such reef fish was 

taken. 
(g) ~- A reef fish taken under the bag limits specified

in paragraph (b) of this section may not be purchased, bartered, 
traded, or sold. 
§ 641.25 commercial quotas. 

Persons who are fishing under a permit issued pursuant to§
641.4, provided they are not subject to the bag limits specified 
in§ 641.24, are subject to the following quotas each fishing 
year: 

(a) Red snapper--2.04 million pounds.
(b) Deep-water groupers, i.e., yellowedge grouper, misty 

grouper, warsaw grouper, snowy grouper, speckled hind, and, after 
the commercial quota for shallow-water grouper is reached, scamp, 
combined--1.6 million pounds (0.7 million kilograms). 
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(c) Shallow-water groupers, i.e., all groupers other than 
deep-water groupers-and jewfish, including scamp before the 
commercial quota for shallow-water groupers is reached, combined
-9.8 million pounds (4.4 million kilograms). 

(d) Jewfish--o pounds. 
§ 641.26 Closures. 

When a commercial quota specified in§ 641.25 is reached, or 
is projected to be reached, the Secretary will publish a notice 
to that effect in the Federal Register. After the effective date 
of such notice, for the remainder of the fishing year, the bag
limit will apply to all harvest in the EEZ of the indicated 
species, and the purchase, barter, trade, and sale of the 
indicated species taken from the EEZ is prohibited. This 
prohibition does not apply to trade in the indicated species that 
were harvested, landed, and bartered, traded, or sold prior to 
the effective date of the notice in the Federal Register and were 
held in cold storage by a dealer or processor. 
§ 641.27 Exemptions for the groundfish trawl fishery. 

(a) The requirements of§§ 641.4(a) (1) and 641.24(a) (2) (ii) 
notwithstanding, the owner or operator of a vessel in the 
groundfish trawl fishery is exempt from the bag limits for its 
unsorted catch of reef fish and is not required to obtain a 
permit in order to sell the vessel's unsorted catch of reef fish 
or to be exempt from the bag limits for the vessel's unsorted 
catch of reef fish. 

(b) The requirements of§ 641.2l(a) notwithstanding, the 
minimum size limits do not apply to the unsorted catch of a 
vessel in the groundfish trawl fishery. 

(c) The requirements of§ 641.26 notwithstanding, after a 
closure, the bag limits and the prohibition on purchase, barter, 
trade, or sale do not apply to the unsorted catch of reef fish in 
the groundfish trawl fishery. 

(d) The harvest limitations of§ 642.21 and the bag and 
possession limits of§ 641.24 apply to any reef fish that may be 
sorted from the catch of a vessel in the groundfish trawl 
fishery. 
§ 641.28 Adjustment of management measures. 

In accordance with the procedures and limitations of the 
Fishery Management Plan for the Reef Fish Resources of the Gulf 
of Mexico, the Regional Director may establish or modify for 
species or species groups in the reef fish fishery the following: 
Target dates for rebuilding overfished species, total allowable 
catch, bag limits, size limits, vessel trip limits, closed 
seasons or areas, gear restrictions, and quotas. 
§ 641.29 specifically authorized activities. 

The Secretary may authorize, for the acquisition of 
information and data, activities otherwise prohibited by these 
regulations. 
[The following§ 641.30 is effective December 30, 1992, through 
March 30, 1993, and may be extended for an additional 90 days.] 
§ 641.30 Closure of the commercial fishery for rad snapper. 
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(a) Other provisions of this part 641 notwithstanding, the 
commercial fishery for red snapper is closed from December 30, 
1992, through February 15, 1993, except that, with the 
concurrence of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council, the 
Regional Director may revise the ending date of the closure by 
publication of a notice in the Federal Register. 

(b) [Suspended] 
(c) During this closure of the commercial fishery, the bag 

and possession limits, as specified in§ 641.24(b) (1) and (c),
and the prohibition of purchase, barter, trade, or sale of red 
snapper taken under the bag limit, as specified in§ 641.24(g),
apply to red snapper harvested from or possessed in the EEZ and 
to each vessel for which a currently valid reef fish permit has 
been issued under§ 641.4. 

APPENDIX A TO PART 641--TABLES AND FIGURES 
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Table 1. seaward coordinates of the Stressed Area. 

Point North West 
no. Reference location 1 latitude longitude 

l seaward limit of Florida's waters 24.45.5 1 92•41.5• 
northeast of Dry Tortugas 

2 North of Marquesas Keys 24°48.0' 82°06.5 1 

3 Off Cape _Sable 25•1s.o• 82°02.0 1 

4 Off Sanibel Island - Inshore 26°26.0' 82°29.0' 
5 Off Sanibel Island - Offshore 26°26.0' 82°59.0 1 

6 West of Egmont Key 27°30.0 1 83°21.5' 
7 Off Anclote Keys - Offshore 28°10~0• 83°45.0' 

18 Off Anclote Keys - Inshore 28°10.0 83°14.0' 
9 Off oeadman Bay 29°38.0 1 94"00.0 1 

10 Seaward limit ot Florida's waters 
1east of Cape St. George 29°35.5 84°38.6' 

Thence westerly along the seaward 
limit of Florida's waters to 

11 Seaward limit ot Florida's waters 
1south of Cape San Blas 29°32.2' 85°21.1 

112 Southwest of Cape San Blas 29°30.5 85°52.0' 
13 Off st. Andrew Bay 29°53.0' 86°10.0• 
14 De Soto canyon 30°06.0' 86°55.0 1 

15 South ot Florida/Alabama border 29°34.5' 87°38.0' 
16 Off Mobile Bay 29•41.o• 88°00.0 1 

17 South of Alabama/Mississippi
border 30•01.5• 88°23.7' 

18 Horn/Chandeleur Islands 30•01.5' 88°40.5' 
19 Chandeleur Islands 29•35.5• 88°37.0' 
20 seaward limit of Louisiana's waters 

off North Pass of the Mississippi 
1River 29.16.3' 99•00.0 

Thence southerly and westerly along the seaward limit 
of Louisiana's waters to 

21 seaward limit of Louisiana's 
·waters off Southwest Pass of 
the Mississippi River 2s·s1.3• 89°28.2' 

22 Southeast of Grand Isle 29•09.o• 89°47.0' 
23 Quick flashing horn buoy south of 

Isles Derniares 28°32.5' 90•42.0 1 

24 southeast of Calcasieu Pass 29•10.0 1 92•31.0 1 

25 south of Sabina Pass - 10 fathoms 29°09.0' 93•41.o• 
26 south of Sabina Pass - 30 fathoms 2s·21.s• 93.28.0' 
27 East of Aransas Pass 21•49.o• 96.19.5' 
28 East of Baffin Bay 21·12.o• 96.51.0' 
29 Northeast of Port Mansfield 26°46.S' 96°52.0' 

130 Nort?tftst of Port Isabel 26·21.s• 96°35.0 
31 U.S./Mexico EEZ boundary 26°00.s• 96°36.0' 
Thence westerly along U.S./Mexico EEZ boundary to the seaward 

limit of Texas' waters. 

1 Nearest identifiable landfall, boundary, navigational aid, 
or submarine area. 



Table 2. Seaward Coordinates of the Longline and Buoy Gear 
Restricted Area. 

Point North West 
no, Reference location 1 latitude longitude 

1 Seaward limit of Florida's waters 
north of Dry Tortugas 24°48.0' a2•4a.o• 

12 North of Rebecca Shoal 25•01.5• 82°34.0 
3 Off Sanibel Island - Offshore 26°26.0' 82°59.0' 
4 West of Egmont Key 27°30.0' a3•21.s• 
5 Off Anclote Keys - Offshore 2a·10.o• 83°45.0' 
6 Southeast corner of Florida Middle 

1Ground 2a·11.o• a4•00.0 
7 Southwest corner of Florida Middle 

Ground 2a·11.o• 84°07.0' 
8 West corner of Florida Middle 

Ground 28°26.6 1 84°24.8' 
9 Northwest corner of Florida Middle 

Ground 28°42.5' 84°24.8' 
110 South of Carrabelle 29 • 05·. o' 84°47.0 

11 south of cape St. George 29•02.5• 85°09.0' 
12 South of Cape San Blas lighted bell 

buoy - 20 fathoms 29•21.0 1 a5•30.o• 
13 South of Cape San Blas lighted bell 

buoy - 50 fathoms 2s•5s.1• s5•30.o• 
14 De Soto Canyon 30°06.0 1 86°55.0' 
15 South of Pensacola 29°46.0 1 87°19.0' 
16 South of Perdido Bay 29•29.o• a1·21;5, 
17 East of North Pass of the 

Mississippi River 29°14.5 1 as·2s.0 1 

18 South of Southwest Pass of the 
Mississippi River 28°46.5' 89°26.0' 

19 Northwest tip of Mississippi Canyon 2s 
0 

JS.5' 9o•oa.s• 
20 West side of Mississippi canyon 28°34.5 1 89°59.5' 

121 south of Timbalier Bay 2s·22.5• 90•02.5 
22 South of Terrebonne Bay 2a·10.s• 90°31.5' 
23 south of Freeport 21•5s.0 1 95•00.o• 

124 Off Matagorda Island 21•43.o• 96°02.0 
25 Off Aransas Pass 27°30.0 1 96°23.5' 
26 Northeast of Port Mansfield 21·00.0 1 96°39.0 1 

127 East of Port Mansfield 26°44.0 96°37.5' 
28 Northeast of Port Isabel 26°22.0 1 · 96°21.0 1 

29 U.S./Mexico EEZ boundary 26 1 00.S' 96°24.5' 
Thence westerly along U.S./Mexico EEZ boundary to the 

seaward limit of Texas• waters. 

1 Nearest identifiable landfall, boundary, navigational aid, 
or submarine area. 
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Figure 4. Seaward Limits of the Stressed Area. 
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APPENDIX E 

Description 1 of the 
Stressed Area from Section 8.0 

of the EIS/FMP 
for the 

Reef Fish Resources 
of the 

Gulf of Mexico 
(GMFMC 1981) 

1Area was expanded to include Gulf waters of Louisiana and Texas in Amendment 1 using the same rationale, 
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8.3.1 Domestic Management Measures 

Management measures affecting the domestic fishery are as follows: 

8.3.1.1 Stressed Area (Area Subject to Special Management> 

ESTABLISHA STRESSED AREA IN THOSE WATERS OF THE GULF OF MEXICO SHCREWARO OF THE FOLLO#l!IG 
DISCONTINUOUS LINE: (1) Fron the boundary separtlng the jurisdiction of Gulf and South Atlantlc 



Councils terminating at 24° 35 1 and 83° 0.0 1 northward and eastward around the Dry Tortugas to a point 
1 9 north ot Rebecca Shoal at 82° 35 the outer boundary shal I be the 100-toot contour; (2) Fran the 

point at 82° 35 1 eastward and northerly to the south end ot Sanlbel Island (26° 26 1 ) the outer boun
9 dary shal I be the 60-toot contour; (3) Fran 26° 26 1 northward to a point oft Tarpon Springs (28° 101 ) 

9the outer boundary shal I be the 120-foot contour; (4) Fran 28° 101 northward and westward to a point
9oft Cape San Blas (85° 521 and 29° 30.5 1 ) the outer boundary shal I be the 60-toot contour; (5) Fran 

85° 52 1 and 29° 30.5 1 westward to a point oft Mobile Bay on the 88° longltude llne, the outer boondary 
9shal I be at the 150-toot contour • The outer boundary shal I then be a llne tran the point on the 88° 

longitude north westward to the Alabama/Mississippi state llne at the 80-foot contour (88° 23.7 1 and 
30° 01.5 1 ); (5) Fran 88° 23.7 1 and 30° 01.5 1 the outer boundary wll I be a line running directly west 
along the 30° 01.5 1 parallel and terminating at the Chandeleur Islands, Louisiana; (7) Fran the 
Texas/Louisiana state llne to a point on the 95° longltude line, the outer boundary shal I be at the 

9 100-foot contour (Figure 11 and Table 12). 

Rationale: Analysis In Sections 4.7.1 and 6.3 Indicates that total catch and catch per unit effort by 
recreatlonal fishermen has decllned In recent years, suggesting possible overfishing In areas where 
recreational fishermen participate. The relatlonshlp between commercial catch and commercial effort 
suggests that stocks In the commercial fishery may be undertlshed. The commercial fishery normally 
occurs In offshore waters beyond the normal recreational fishing area. The recreatlonal fishermen are 
generally restricted to Inshore waters due to (1) llmlted capacity of their boats to travel great 
distances and withstand sea conditions and (2) available time to make Individual fishing trips. 

These conclusions led to the Identification of a stressed area In which specific management measures are 
deemed necessary. This area Is characterized by excessive fishing pressure resulting In reduced 
catches of certain species, reduced catch per unit effort, and decreased average size of certain 
species. The stressed area was delineated through a consensus of fishery experts from various states, 
the Councll members, the Advisory Panel, and the public hearing process. 

Factors considered In dellneatlng the stressed area Included local kna.,ledge of: (1) the fishery and 
conditions of the stocks In localized geographlcal areas, (2) the amount of fishing pressure applied 
to the geographical area, (3) proximity of the offshore geographlcal areas to cities of high popula
tion, (4) coastal access to the reef areas, (5) hlstorlcal fishing practices occurring In the area, 
and (5) a need tor protection of special habitat. 

At one point In Plan development, a single stressed area zone was proposed extending seaward to the 
100-foot contour completely around the perimeter of the u.s. Gulf ot Mexico. In subsequent dlalogue 
with state otflclals and scientific personnel, recreational and commercial advisors, scientific com
mittee members and NMFS personnel, It became obvious that the stressed area varied geographlcal ly and 
that In some localltles the stocks were not stressed. The Council redefined the stressed area based 
on a scientific evaluation from these sources. 

Portions of the Florida reef tract are encompassed by points 1 through 3 (Table 12, Figure 11). The 
reef tract supports large assemblages of reef fish. Key West Is a major attraction to tourists and 
support a relatively large fleet of recreation-tor-hire vessels which target reef fishes. The Kays 
also support a relatively large commerclal fleet which targets reef fish, at least during some times 
of the year when other fisheries are closed. The Importance of this commerclal effort to the local 

9 The contour I Ines described shal I be generic I Ines consisting of a series ot straight I Ines closely 
fol lowlng the actual contours. Turning points on the series of straight I Ines wl I I be defined by 
latitude.and longltude as wal I as by loran C coordinates. 
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Table 12. Coordinates of stressed area 

Point 
No. Reference Locatlon 1 

Latitude 
(North) 

Longitude 
(West) w 

Loran C Coordinates 
X y 

2

z 

1 Key West 24° 33.0 1 81° 48.7 1 13927.8 30238.2 43654.2 62655.1 
2 Marquesas Key 24° 35.0 82° 06.2 1 13894.5 30189.2 43748.8 62726.6 
3 Gulf/South Atlantic Boundary 24° 35.0 1 a30 00.0 1 13768.5 29992.2 44049.2 62941.1 
4 Tortugas Bank South 24° 36.0 1 83° 06.0 1 13753.4 44084.4 62965.5
5 Tortugas Bank North 24° 44.0 1 a3• 04.0 1 13772.3 44087.4 62960.3 
6 West of Smith Shoal 24° 48.0 1 82° 06.5 1 13915.1 43760.2 62727. 7 
7 Ott Cape Sable 25° 15.0 82° 02.0 1 13974. 7 43759.8 62704.9 
8 Ott Sanibel Island 26° 26.0 1 szo 29.0 1 14060.3 43117.4 62824.3 
9 Ott Sanibel Island 26° 26.0 1 szo 59.0 1 13990.0 43347.6 62970. 7 
10 Oft Anclote Keys 28° 10.0 1 83° 45.0 1 14145.8 45328.0 63266.B 
11 Off Anclote Keys 28° 10.0 1 83° 14.0 1 14224.3 45092.0 63086.4 
12 Oft Deadman Bay 29° 38.0 1 840 00.0 1 14412.4 45167. 7 63442.2 
13 SW of Cape San Blas 29° 30.5 1 85° 52.0 1 13873.2 46702.0 63976.2 
14 Off St. Andrews Bay 29° 153.0 86° 10.0 1 13816.5 46922.3 64050.8 
15 Desoto Canyon 30° 06.0 1 86° 55.0 1 13434.6 30600.6 47045.8 
16 Alabama/Florida line 29° 34.5 1 87° 38.0 1 12971.5 30023.4 46886.0 
17 
18 

Oft Mobl le Bay 
Mississippi/Alabama II ne 

29° 
30° 

41.0 1 

01.5 1 

as• 00.0 1 

as• 23. 7 1 

12766.5 
12537.6 

29841.2 
29697. 7 

46930.9 
47029.3 

19 Chandeleur Islands 30° 01.5 1 as· 51.0 1 12262.0 29422.2 47028.6 
20 Sabine Pass 29° 39.0 1 93° 49.5 1 11021 .a 26367.1 46966.6 
21 Texas/Louisiana line, south 2a 0 38.0 1 93° 32.0 1 11139.4 26220.7 46815.1
22 Oft Galveston Island 28° 2a.0 1 95° 00.0 1 11086.2 25308.9 46817.0 
23 Off Galveston Island 29° 09.5 1 95° 00.0 1 11036.9 25551.4 46909.0 

Nearest Identifiable landfal I, boundary, navigation aid or submarine area. 

2 Loran coordinates are provided to aid the fishermen affected by the measures and are subject to 
local variations due to atrrospherlc conditions, therefore, are not used as part of the legal 
description of the stressed area. 
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economy Is documented In Section 3.5.8 and Table 9. Because of this high fishing effort, this area 
around the Dry Tortugas was Included In the stressed area. The outer boundary of this portion of the 
stressed area was set at the 100-foot contour upon advice of Florida Department of Natural Resources 
scientists and fishermen advising the Council. The boundary was set based on the stressed condition 
of the fishery and fish stocks rather than on the outermost limit of the coral formations. 

The area encompassed by points 4 through 8 (Table 12, Figure 11) Is characterized by a large rela
tively shallow expanse of bottom which has scattered low profile reefs and rough bottom supporting 
reef fish. The shore llne Is characterized by smal I fishing ports of low population density such as 
Everglades City and Naples. The majority of tourists bypass this area and take other routes to south 
Florida; therefore, the recreation-for-hire fleet Is rather limited In size and the total effort 
applied to the reef fish fishery Is reduced. Consequently, the outer boundary of the stressed area 
was set at the 60-foot contour. It should also be not'ed that the continental shelf Is very broad and 
gently sloping In this area and the boundary varies from 29 to 56 nautical miles offshore from the 
fishing ports. 

Between points 8 and 11 are the large metropolitan areas of Fort Myers, Sarasota, Bradenton, St. 
Petersburg, Tampa, Clearwater, and Tarpon Springs with combined populations exceeding two mil lion 
persons. Because of this large population density and because this area attracts large numbers of 
tourists, fishing pressure by private and recreation-for-hire vessels Is extremely high on the reef 
fish stocks. The area Is also characterized by scattered extensive tracts of low prof lie reefs and 
rough bottom extending from shore In a northwesterly direction out more than 100 nautical miles and 
Includes the Florida Middle Grounds reef tract In the outermost extremity. Because of these con
siderations the outer boundary of the stressed area was set at the 120-foot contour, which Is approxi
mately 45 nautical miles off Tampa Bay. 

Between points 11 and 13 there are no major cities of consequence with large populations. There are 
very few lodging accommodations for tourists and virtually no recreation-for-hire vessels. The 
outer limit or boundary of the stressed area was set at the 60-foot' contour for this low population 
density area. 

The area between points 13 and 17 (Table 12, Figure 11) Includes the 1Gold Coast• of Florida and the 
relatively high population centers between Pensacola, Florida and Mobile, Alabama (500,00o+->. The 
entire area Is characterized by a very large recreatlon-for~hlre fleet catering to tourists. Also the 
density and frequency of natural reef tracts declines markedly In this area. The fishing pressure Is 
very high considering the amount of reef tracts. The boundary of the stressed area was set at the 
150-foot contour and encompasses virtually al I the reefs In the offshore areas. Commercial fishing 
from ports In this area and In Mississippi Is a distant water operation. 

Between points 17 and 19, there are no natural reefs of consequence and the outer boundary of the 
stressed area encompasses the artificial reefs placed offshore by the States of Alabama and 
Mississippi. 

The Louisiana coast Is distinctly different from the coastal areas of the other Gulf states being 
characterized by an extensive marsh complex. This results In cities with high populations being ~uch 
further Inland and access to the Gulf waters being much more limited. Tourist acconnodatlons In the 
coastal areas are severely limited as are the number of recreation-for-hire vessels (about 30). The 
distance from the major metropolitan area of New Orleans to the major recreational port of Grand Isle 
Is In excess of 90 miles by highway. 

The offshore area of Louisiana Is also characterized by extensive oil and gas exploration and 
production. These structures contribute slgnlficantly to the available reef fish habitat resulting In 
Increased population size. Because of the limited access, the limited amount of participation in the 

8-8 



fishery, the relatively large amount of habitat (as compared to other central Gulf states), and the 
scientific evaluation by Louisiana WIidiife and Fisheries Department blologlsts, the area oft Louisiana 
did not demonstrate the characteristics common to the stressed area and, therefore, was not Included 
In the stressed area. 

Between points 20 and 23 the continental shelf again becones a broad, gradually sloping expanse. The 
area also contains the large metropolitan complex of Houston-Galveston, Texas with a population 
exceeding 1.5 mllllon. Fishing effort on the available natural reefs and oil structures Is very high. 
Texas blologlsts cited the result of a recent tagging study In which 50 percent of the tagged Individ
ual red snapper were taken within a short period, Indicating extremely heavy fishing pressure. For 
this area oft Texas, the boundary of the stressed area was set at the 100-toot contour. 

The reef fish population oft the remainder of the Texas Coast was Judged to be unstressed prlmarlly 
because the reefs were at water depths of 40 fathoms or deeper, which Is out of the range of most 
recreational reef fish fishermen. 

Once the stressed area was delineated, the Council then proceeded to determine means of reducing 
fishing pressure on stocks within the stressed area as well as measures to rebuild the stocks. In 
terms of reducing fishing pressure, the first order was to delineate user groups and to address each 
user group's activities within the stressed area. This approach was deemed necessary In order to 
establish management measures that would be equitable to all users and to assure that management 
measures proposed are In compliance with the seven National Standards. The tollOfllng user groups were 
considered In terms of management measures that might be applied to them: 

1. Commercial hook and llne fishermen 

2. Recreational hook and llne fishermen 

3. Divers 

4. Commercial fish trap fishermen 

5. Commercial "rol ler-rlg 11 trawlers 

Following Is a brief summary of Council conclusions with respect to management.measures that might be 
applied to each user group within the stressed area. A more detailed rationale Is provided under spe
cific management measures that were adopted as wel I as tor those rejected. 

1. Commercial hook and llne fishermen. Virtually al I commercial hook and llne fishermen fish 
offshore of the stressed area; therefore, this user group Is essentially not Involved In 
contributing to overfishing In the stressed area and Is unaffected by the management measures 
proposed tor the stressed area. 

2. Recreational hook and llne fishermen. This user group Is the primary contributor to over
fishing In the stressed area; however, It Is dlttlcult to develop_entorceable management 
measures that reduce effort by this group. For example, bag llmlts were considered tor the 
stressed area, but It was determined that this would not be enforceable unless they applled 
to the entire management area. For this reason, bag and size llmlts are proposed tor al I 
user groups tor red snapper throughout the management area. 

3. Divers. Again, management measures relatlng to bag and/or size llmlts apply to divers. 
Other management measures Include restrictions on power heads. 
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4. Commercial fish trap fishermen. Management measures that follow prohibit the use of fish 
traps within the stressed area. These measures wll I eliminate catch by this user group 
within the stressed area. Prohibiting fish traps In the stressed area wll I have a minima I 
adverse economic Impact on fish trap fishermen In that It wll I Involve travel Ing an extra few 
miles to allowable fishing grounds. 

5. Commercial 11rol ler-rlg" trawlers. This potential user group Is prohibited from fishing 
tor reef fish within the stressed area In order to preclude future Increased effort and 
catch. Again, the adverse economic Impacts are negllglble tor two reasons: First, currently 
this type of gear Is not used to take reef fish In the stressed area. Second, this type of 
trawl Ing Is permlssable outside of the stressed area and, as In the case of fish trappers, 
only a few extra mile's travel wll I be required to reach pennlssable fishing grounds. And, 
In the case of both trawlers and trappers, the fishing grounds are generally more productive 
outside of the stressed area. During 1981, fishermen began experimenting with the user of . 
roller trawls for taking reef fish· In the offshore waters of the Gulf. Without some restric
tions on their use this practice would likely be extended to the stressed area with detrimen
tal effects on the nearshore stocks of fish. 

In summation, establishing the stressed area Is the principal means by which this plan addresses the 
problem of overfishing In nearshore waters. The Councll evaluated management measures that could be 
applled to each user group to reduce catch within the stressed area while simultaneously considering 
the adverse economic Impacts resulting from management considerations. In addition, the Council eval
uated the enforceablllty of management measures considered. Those adopted are considered to be enforce
able, effective In addressing the basic problem of overfishing, and do not result In a severe adverse 
economic Impact on any user group. The user group that might appear to be Impacted the rrost Is com
mercial fish trappers. However, this Is not the case as fish trappers can very easily fish outside of 
the stressed area because of -the shor-t additional "running time" involved. At public hearings, com
mercial fish trappers supported the proposed management measures as being fair and equitable. 

8.3.1.2 Fishing Gear 

(1) PROHIBIT THE USE OF POWER HEADslO FOR THE TAKING OF REEF FISH WITHIN THE STRESSED AREA. 

(2) PROHIBIT THE USE OF ROLLER TRAWLS IN THE STRESSED AREA. 

(3) PROHIBIT THE USE OF FISH TRAPS IN THE STRESSED AREA. FlRTHER,PROVIDEFOR SEIZlRE OF SUCH 
GEAR ILLEGALLY DEPLOYEDIN THE STRESSED AREA. 

Rationale: The purpose of Including these measures Is to help achieve specific management objectives 
(I), (llll and (Iv) of Section 8.1.2. On establishment of the stressed area or areas subject to spe
cial management, It became obvious that measures were needed to reduce fishing pressure within these 
areas. The Council, during Its deliberations, considered measures that would reduce effort by each 
user group fishing the resource within these areas. 

Measures (1), (2) and (3) were proposed by the Council to reduce fishing effort by other users within 
the stressed area and to reduce conflicts and the potential tor confllcts. Measure (1) prohibiting 
the use of power heads for taking reef fish In the stressed area results In a slight reduction of har
vest by fishermen utlllzlng SCUBAgear within the stressed area. 

lO Power head means a me-tal device with an explosive charge and usually a projectile that fires on 
contact. It is usually attached to a speargun, spear, pole or stick. 
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Although other restrictions on tlshen,ien using SCUBAgear were discussed, they were never serlously con
sidered since no data supported more severe restrictions. SOJBA tlshen,ien are also subject to the size 
I l~lt restrictions of 8.3.1.3. 

Power heads are prohibited In Florida waters and possibly could be construed as being II legal within 
the the territorial waters of the other Gulf states (Section 3.3.1). Persons armed with power heads 
can selectlvely harvest the largest spawning lndlvlduals of many species, whereas through the use of 
traditional hook and llne gear, It Is dlttlcult to dislodge these specimens from their refuges In the 
reef complexes. These large sedltary specimens do not constitute a significant portion of the har
vest, but because fecundity Increases with size the large Individuals contribute relatlvely more to 
the spawning capacity of the stocks. No prohibition Is proposed on the use of power heads as a pro
tection device against sharks and other predators; however, their use In taking reef fish In the 
stressed area wll I be prohibited. 

Whereas most tul I-time commercial tlshen,ien fish more distant, offshore waters outside the stressed 
area, two types of gear would al low them to economically fish the less productive waters of the 
stressed area. It the use of roller trawls and fish traps become common methods of harvest, they have 
the potentlal to adversely affect the more heavlly exploited reef fish populations In the stressed 
area. By restricting the use of this gear tor taking reef fish, fishing pressure by this segment of 
the commercial Industry wlll be reduced In the stressed area. 

Roi ler trawls (which are otter trawls equipped with very large rollers al lowing operation over raigh 
bottoms) when used In conjunction with side scanning sonar, have the potential to be highly effective 
tor taking reef fish. Further, this gear Is nonselectlve and Its use would Inflict addltlonal mor
tality on species which are currently overfished. Therefore, their use tor taking reef fish wll I be 
prohibited In the stressed area. This gear also has the potential to damage coral reef habitat. The 
use of this efficient gear outside the stressed area Is not restricted. 

Fish traps are discussed In Section 3.2.1.4.1. This gear, If permitted In the stressed area, could 
seriously reduce the catch per unit effort tor persons using the traditional fishing gear and aggra
vate existing resource competition. Since the Plan Indicates that the offshore stocks of reef fish 
are not stressed, this gear Is al lowed outside the stressed area with some restrictions. 

The prohibition of fish traps and roller trawls for harvest.Ing reef fish In the stressed area would 
prevent the Imposition of a new fishery with more efficient gear on stressed stocks of the near-shore 
waters. It would also provide tor conserving and protecting the reef fish habitats. The measures 
would help In rebulldlng declining stocks only mirglnal ly except In some areas such as oft south 
Florida; however, the restrictions would prevent further decline In most of the overfished areas. 
With the exception of fish traps In south Florida, none of the gear prohibited tor taking reef fish In 
the .stressed area Is cOffllllOnlyused In the fishery. The Plan does not prohibit the use of this more 
e ff I c I ant gear outs I de of the stressed area. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Southeast Regional Office 
9450 Koger Boulevard 
st. Petersburg, FL 33702 

APR 2 8 1993 F/SEOll:RAS:jbm

Mr. Wayne Swingle, Executive Director 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
5401 West Kennedy, Suite 331 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

RECEIVED 
APR 3 0 1993 

GULF FISHERIES COUNCIL
Dear Wayne: 

This follows up on our April 16, 1993 meeting with you in 
which we discussed our concerns with Amendment 5 to the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Reef Fish Resources of the Gulf of Mexico 
(FMP). As discussed, we recommend the following be addressed so 
that we can declare the Amendment 5 package complete. 

• Section 4 of the amendment (problem definition) needs to 
specifically define the problems to be addressed by the 
amendment. A suggestion is to rewrite the section and 
specifically list the problems. For example, the 
enforceability problem with fish traps and the lack of 
information on the trap fishery in the Gulf of Mexico 
should be emphasized. Likewise, the problems that will 
be solved by the proposed Alabama special management 
zones (SMZs) need to be clearly identified. 

• Requiring surface buoys (i.e. , prohibiting "pop-up" 
devices) is an appropriate means of addressing the 
problem with identifying the location of fish traps for 
enforcement purposes. However, the amendment appears to 
unnecessarily require individual buoys for each trap 
deployed in a series ("trawls"). The resulting capital 
outlay would adversely impact fishermen who fish trap 
"trawls," without providing enforcement benefits beyond 

. tl:li;i°t> provided by surface buoys at each end of the trawl. 
 .. :':··unless ,c.ompelling evidence can be provided for the need 

for individual buoys on each trap in a trawl, this 
measure may not be approved. 

· ·

• The Council's intent with regard to fish trap tending 
needs clarification. The term should be specifically 
defined so that it can be written clearly into the 
regulations. As the maker of the motion, my intent was 
that tending simply meant that traps be returned to shore 
after each fishing trip. Unless the Council disagrees 
with this intent, we plan to so define it in the 
regulations. 

\ 

• The rationale for the Alabama SMZs is weak and appears 
unapprovable as presently written. Page 20 references 
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the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) landings 
data that indicate no large-scale commercial reef fish 
fishery in the tracts, even in 1992. If this is the 
case, no substantive problem appears to exist at this 
time. One possible benefit under that scenario would be 
to discourage development of a fishery using three or 
more hooks per line. Consequently, this measure appears 
to be an allocation issue that requires analysis as a 
National Standard 4 allocation under 602.14(c) of the 
guidelines. Per the guidelines, an allocation: 

-- must relate to the achievement of optimum yield (OY) 
or further FMP objectives. Because of the unresolved 
biological and economic impacts, the effect of the SMZs 
on achieving OY or furthering FMP objectives is 
uncertain. 

-- may impose a hardship on those who would fish with 
three or more hooks or who may fish with longlines in the 
outer part of Tract c, if outweighed by the total 
benefits to those fishing with three or fewer hooks. As 
discussed during our meeting, a voluntary survey by the 
state of Alabama of historical users of the artificial 
reefs would help quantify the average number of hooks 
used per line and allow analysis of the hardships and 
impacts of the restriction. Similarly, the document 
needs to provide information on whether longline 
fishermen would suffer any hardship by being denied the 
deep end of Tract C. 

The lack of information in the document prevents economic 
analysis in the regulatory impact review (RIR) of whether 
there is a hardship imposed or whether any benefit would 
accrue to those favored by the allocation. The document 
provides only a guess that it may keep large vessels out, 
and does not discuss if fishermen can catch enough fish 
to make a profit using more lines, by taking longer 
trips, or by decreasing the soak time for each line. 

-- must promote conservation. As stated above, this is 
unknown. However, the lack of restrictions on the number 
of lines per boat could negate any conservation benefits. 

must avoid excessive shares. This appears to present 
no problem since many commercial and recreational 
fishermen share the resource. 

-- other factors. Economic consequences are unknown. 
The document should reflect any available data (or lack 
thereof) on the social consequences of dependence on the 
fishery by the communities and user groups that 
established the large majority of the artificial reefs 
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but may be affected by the proposed gear restrictions. 

• To address concerns about market impacts of the proposed 
increases in the red snapper minimum size limit, NMFS 
regional economists recently conducted a preliminary 
survey of the price structure in the commercial fishery. 
The document should reference that data, along with more 
definitive information on: (1) the extent of the short 
term losses in those years when the size limit increases, 
(2) the increased yield associated with a 16-inch size 
limit, and (3) the magnitude of the resulting release 
mortality. Additional assistance from the NMFS regional 
Economics Division staff and information from the Center 
can be provided as needed. 

• Because of the number of actions contemplated, the 
overall number of participants affected and the potential 
overall cumulative impact, the initial regulatory 
flexibility analyses should conclude that significant 
economic impacts on a substantial number of small 
entities would be incurred by Amendment 5 (replacing a 
statement to the contrary on RIR, page 21.) 

• Table R-2 (RIR, page 25) needs revision to more clearly 
differentiate short-term and long-term effects of each 
management measure. A suggestion is to use the chart 
format as in previous amendments. 

Because of these deficiencies, we recommend that the Council 
consider withdrawing the document to make the necessary 
revisions. To the extent that the specified deficiencies can be 
corrected, the RIR potentially could be altered to state more 
definitive conclusions. For example, an estimate is needed of 
the magnitude and direction of change in net national benefits 
due to implementation of the proposed actions. 

The draft supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) 
also may need modification before filing, to reflect any changes 
made to the Amendment 5 document. While cross-references can be 
used to avoid duplication, all documents should track the 
necessary revisions as outlined during our recent meeting and in 
this letter. The NMFS operational guidelines specify that a 
final SEIS be submitted with the final version of the amendment 
prior to declaring the package complete and initiating 
Secretarial review. All comments received during the 45-day 
draft SEIS comment period must be responded to in the final SEIS. 
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One of seven form letters received. 

RECEIVED 
JUNO 1 1993 

GULFFISHERIESCOUNCIL 

May 20, 1993 

Mr. Wayne E. Swingle 
Lincoln Center, Suite 331 
5401 W. Kennedy Blvd. 
Tampa, FL 3609-2486 

~,Jayne, 

Please submit this to ~he S.E.I.S., it is my comment on Amendment 
5, pertaining to the special management zones. 

As a commercial reef fish fisherman, I have been fishing i~ 
the proposed special management zones, in the EEZ, off the Alabama 
coast, designated areas A., B., 5 C for the past 40 years. 
Portions of my annual catch are dependent upon those EEZ areas. 
My historical fishing practices will have to change as I have always 
fished that area with more than 3 hooks per line, and one of the 
proposed laws pertaining to the above management zone would limit 
my fishing to 3 hooks per line. This would change my historical 
fishing practices. 

As stated under section 303 Band C, of the Magnuson act, 
page 40; 

(B) historical fishing practices in, and dependence on, the 
fishery. 

(C) the economics of the fishery. 

Historical fishing practices must be considered before passing 
such laws. 

NAME: '7fc!-_q~ ~~ 
Roger C. Wilbourn 

ADDRESS: 2837 Cocoa Ave. 
Panama City, FL 32405 
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Council Response 
to Comments on 

DSEIS for Amendment 5 
to 

Reef Fish FMP 

Sections 
1. Response to Agency comments 
2. Response to Public Comments 

G-1 



SECTION 1. Responses to Agency Comments 

1. Comment: Section 4 of the amendment (problem definition) needs to specifically define the 
problems to be addressed by the amendment. The problems that will be solved by the 
proposed management measures need to be clearly identified. 
Response: This section has been completely revised to specifically identify the problems 
addressed by the proposed management measures. 

2. Comment: Requiring surface buoys (i.e., prohibiting "pop-up" devices) is an appropriate 
means of addressing the problem with identifying the location of fish traps for enforcement 
purposes. However, the amendment appears to unnecessarily require individual buoys for 
each trap deployed in a series ("trawls"). The resulting capital outlay would adversely 
impact fishermen who fish trap "trawls," without providing enforcement benefits beyond 
that provided by surface buoys at each end of the trawl. Unless compelling evidence can 
be provided for the need for individual buoys on each trap in a trawl, this measure may not 
be approved. 
Response: The Council has revised the proposed measure to allow buoying of each end of 
a "trawl" of traps, rather than requiring each trap be individually buoyed. 

3. Comment: The Council's intent with regard to fish trap tending needs clarification. The 
term should be specifically defined so that it can be written clearly into the regulations. The 
intent was that tending simply meant that traps be returned to shore after each fishing trip. 
Response: The Council concurred and has revised the language of the proposed 
management measure to require traps be returned to shore after each fishing trip. 

4. Comment: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) landings data indicate no large-scale 
commercial reef fish fishery in the proposed Alabama SMZ tracts, even in 1992. If this is 
the case, no substantive problem appears to exist at this time. 
Response: The Council disagrees and feels there is a problem that it has created through 
imposition of commercial red snapper quotas and trip limits which resulted in pulse fishing 
situations in 1992- 1993, and it proposes a similar situation for 1994. The area is attractive 
under such situations because of the relatively higher CPUE and proximity to shore, which 
allows multiple trips to be made daily, before the quota is reached. The Council has 
publicized the location and relatively higher production of these artificial reef tracts through 
Amendment 5. As pointed out in the discussion of impacts on the fishery resources under 
3.2.2.2.1, such fishing is inconsistent with the conservative use of the fishery resources 
practiced by persons constructing and utilizing the reefs, such conservative fishing practices 
benefit restoration of the red snapper stock, and contribute to achieving OY. 

5. Comment: This SMZ measure appears to be an allocation issue that requires analysis as a 
National Standard 4 allocation under 602.14(c) of the guidelines. Per the guidelines, an 
allocation must relate to the achievement of optimum yield (OY) or further FMP objectives. 
Because of the unresolved biological and economic impacts, the effect of the SMZs on 
achieving OY or furthering FMP objectives is uncertain. 
Response: The section on impacts on the fishery resources under 3.2.2.2.1 has been 
revised to address the relation of the proposed measure to OY and the FMP objectives. The 
proposed measure contributes to achieving OY for the fishery and to achieving FMP 
objectives 1, 2, and 8. There is no intent by the Council that the measure be an allocation, 
only that all participants utilize conservative fishing practices in the area which are 
consistent with the historical practices which have resulted in a higher standing stock in the 
area. A higher standing stock contributes to increased SPR and restoration of the red 
snapper stock. It also moderates the impact of poor year classes on stock restoration. 

6. Comment: The proposed measure for Alabama SMZs may impose a hardship on those who 



would fish with three or more hooks or who may fish with longlines in the outer part of 
Tract C, if outweighed by the total benefits to those fishing with three or fewer hooks. 
Similarly, the document needs to provide information on whether longline fishermen would 
suffer any hardship by being denied the deep end of Tract C. 
Response: The impacts of the proposed limitation of three-hooks per line and on longline 
vessels have been revised to be more descriptive. No impact is anticipated on longline 
vessels as available information indicates such vessels did not fish the area. The three-hook 
limitation is anticipated to affect about 20 bandit-rigged commercial vessels and, on 
occasion as many as 30 vessels, resulting in estimated hook reductions of 63 to 70 percent 
per line. Since fish are not always caught on each hook, the relation of fish caught to hooks 
used is not known. The reduction of catch efficiency would be less than the reduction of 
hooks, but is also unknown. The benefits of maintaining conservative fishing practices on 
these small reefs is anticipated to outweigh the impacts on the affected vessels. The 
conservation ethic of persons constructing the reefs to voluntarily restrict fishing effort has 
resulted in maintaining a higher standing stock, which benefits not only a large number of 
persons fishing the reefs, but also the fishery resources, especially red snapper. There are 
72 charterboats that fish the area and an unknown portion of the 1 6,411 private boats, 
larger than 16 feet, registered in the two Alabama coastal counties (of which 1,616 are 
longer than 26 feet). 

7. Comment: The lack of information on the utilization patterns of the SM Zs prevents 
adequate economic analysis in the regulatory impact review (RIR) of whether there is a 
hardship imposed or whether any benefit would accrue to those favored by the allocation. 
The document does not discuss if fishermen can catch enough fish to make a profit using 
more lines, by taking longer trips, or by decreasing the soak time for each line. 
Response: The proposed measure is not intended as an allocation and does not meet the 
legal criteria under 50 CFR Part 602.14(c) to be classified as an allocation. It is a gear 
restriction applied equally to all user groups and is similar to many other gear restrictions in 
other FMPs that serve a conservation purpose (e.g., those applying to Coral HAPCs, size 
limits, reef fish longline prohibited areas, etc.). Under any such measure certain segments 
of the user groups may be subject to greater impacts than others. This would apparently 
be the case for the 20 or so bandit-rigged vessels fishing, or occasionally fishing the area, 
as other fishermen tend to use fewer hooks (see discussion in (6) above and under Human 
Environment of 3.2.2.2.1 ). Vessels are unlikely to add additional crew to fish more lines, 
therefore, the proposed measure should reduce fishing power to those using more than 3 
hooks per line. No vessel cost and return information is available to assess the current 
margin of profit for the vessels. However, it is anticipated that the annual profit of most of 
the bandit-rigged vessels affected will not be significantly impacted, as they do and can fish 
other areas also. 

8. Comment: Measures allocating a resource must promote conservation. The lack of 
restrictions on the number of lines per boat could negate any conservation benefits. 
Response: As pointed out above in (7) the proposed measure is not an allocation, but like 
many measures may have an incidental allocative effect [50 CFR 602.14(c)(1 )]. The revised 
section on impacts on fisheries resources under 3.2.2.2.1 cite the effects of the proposed 
measure in promoting conservation of the resources. As pointed out in (7) above, the 
proposed reduction in fishing power by the measure is unlikely to be affected by more lines 
being fished from each vessel, since vessels are unlikely to add additional crew members 
or anglers for that purpose. 

9. Comment: Economic consequences are unknown. The document should reflect any 
available data (or lack thereof) on the social consequences of dependence on the fishery by 
the communities and user groups that established the large majority of the artificial reefs but 
may be affected by the proposed gear restrictions. 



Response: These data and analyses have been added to the amendment and RIR (to the 
extent such data are available). 

10. Comment: To address concerns about market impacts of the proposed increases in the red 
snapper minimum size limit, NMFS regional economists recently conducted a preliminary 
survey of the price structure in the commercial fishery. The document should reference that 
data, along with more definitive information on: (1) the extent of the short-term losses in 
those years when the size limit increases, (2) the increased yield associated with a 16-inch 
size limit, and (3) the magnitude of the resulting release mortality. 
Response: The NMFS economic data have been added in its entirety and analyses included 
in the RIR and amendment. Analyses by Goodyear (NMFS, memo to Nancy Foster, 
December 1 , 1 992) also have been added, which indicate that the restoration period for red 
snapper would be achieved a year earlier as a result of the size limit increases. 

11 . Comment: Because of the number of actions contemplated, the overall number of 
participants affected and the potential overall cumulative impact, the initial regulatory 
flexibility analyses should conclude that significant economic impacts on a substantial 
number of small entities would be incurred by Amendment 5 (replacing a statement to the 
contrary on RIR, page 21 ) . 
Response: That has been done in the revised document. 

12. Comment: Table R-2 (RIR, page 25) needs revision to more clearly differentiate short-term 
effects of each management measure. A suggestion is to use the chart format as in 
previous amendments. 
Response: That has been done in the revised document. 

SECTION 2. Responses to Public Comments 

1. Comment: As a commercial reef fish fisherman, I have been fishing in the proposed special 
management zones, in the EEZ, off the Alabama coast, designated areas A., 8., and C for 
the past 10 to 40 years. Portions of my annual catch are dependent upon those EEZ areas. 
My historical fishing practices will have to change as I have always fished that area with 
more than three hooks per line, and one of the proposed laws pertaining to the above 
management zone would limit my fishing to 3 hooks per line. This would change my 
historical fishing practices. (Seven form letters received.) 
Response: The impacts of the 3-hook limitation proposed for the Alabama SMZs on 
historical participation and the economic effects are discussed in Section 3.2.2.2.1 and in 
the RIR. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) requires a Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) 
for all regulatory actions that are of public interest. The RIR does three things: 1) it 
provides a comprehensive review of the level and incidence of impacts associated with 
a proposed or final regulatory action, 2) it provides a review of the problems and policy 
objectives prompting the regulatory proposals and an evaluation of the major alternatives 
that could be used to solve the problem, and 3) it ensures that the regulatory agency 
systematically and comprehensively considers all available alternatives so that the public 
welfare can be enhanced in the most efficient and cost effective way. 

The RIR also serves as the basis for determining whether any proposed regulations are 
major under the criteria provided in Executive Order 12291 and whether the proposed 
regulations will have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small 
entities in compliance with the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (RFA). The primary 
purpose of the RFA is to relieve small businesses, small organizations, and small 
governmental jurisdictions (collectively: "small entities") of burdensome regulatory and 
recordkeeping requirements. The RFA requires that if regulatory and recordkeeping 
requirements are not burdensome, then the head of a Federal agency must certify that 
the requirement, if promulgated, will not have a significant effect on a substantial number 
of small entities. 

This RIR analyzes the probable impacts that the proposed alternatives for Amendment 
5 to the Reef Fish FMP would have on the reef fish industry. The term "industry" is taken 
here to refer to both the commercial and recreational sectors of the fishery. 

PROBLEMS AND ISSUES IN THE FISHERY 

The general problems in the reef fish fishery are enumerated in the section Problems in 
the Fishery of the Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan, as amended. The specific 
problems addressed by the proposed plan amendment are enumerated in Section 2.2, 
and the proposed actions are summarized in Sections 1.2 and 1.3 and detailed in 
Section 3.2.2, of the SEIS/amendment document. There are six issues identified for plan 
amendment: 1) restrictions on use of fish traps; 2) establishment of special 
management zones; 3) landing requirement for all finfish; 4) permit requirement; 5) 
minimum size limit for red snapper; and, 6) closure of a spawning aggregation site for 
mutton snapper. 

OBJECTIVES 

The general management objectives are enumerated in Section 3.3.1 of the 
SEIS/amendment document. This amendment is intended to address the major 
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problems and issues identified for the reef fish fishery. 

MANAGEMENT MEASURES 

The full discussions of the proposed management alternatives are set down in Section 
3.2 of the SEIS/amendment document. There are six sets of management actions 
considered corresponding to the six problems identified. These are re-stated or 
described in the following section where their potential impacts are analyzed. A 
summary of all management measures is presented in Table R-1. 

ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS OF ALL MEASURES 

A. FISH TRAP RESTRICTIONS 

Preferred Option 1: Require that traps be carried to sea by the vessel and 
returned to shore at the end of each fishing trip. Each trap must be individually 
buoyed, or if fished in a ''trawl" (several traps connected by submerged line) a 
floating buoy is required at each end of the trawl. Possession of magnesium pop
up devices is prohibited. 

Preferred Option 2: Place a three-year moratorium on vessels that can fish traps 
by establishing a fish trap endorsement to the vessel permit and limiting such 
endorsement to permittees who turned in logbooks indicating landings from fish 
traps in 1991 and/or 1992 through November 19, 1992. These permits with 
endorsements would be nontransferable for the duration of the moratorium. 

Rejected Option 1: Status Quo - Retain current trap rules. 

Reiected Option 2: Require larger mesh in traps utilizing one or more of the 
following: 

a. Require two sides of trap to be of 2 x 4 inch mesh; 
b. Require entire trap to be of 2 x 4 inch mesh; 
c. Require bottom to be of 2 x 4 inch or larger mesh; 
d. Require four or more vertical escape windows to be either 2 x 5 

inches or 1 ½ x 5 inches; 

Reiected Option 3: Move the stressed area boundary further offshore to coincide 
with the boundary of the prohibited area for longlines and buoy gear: 

a. off Florida 
b. for entire Gulf 

Rejected Option 4: Limit the number of vessels that can fish traps by: 
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a. establishing a moratorium on permits authorizing fishing with traps 
to 1992 permit holders with that designation as their principal gear, 
or; 

c. Establishing a limited entry ITQ system for trap fishermen. 

Rejected Option 5: Limit the number of traps per vessel to: 
a. 50 
b. number of trap tags requested in 1992 

Rejected Option 6: Prohibit the use of fish traps in the EEZ of the Gulf of Mexico. 

The fish trap fishery in general and in the Gulf of Mexico in particular is described in the 
SEIS/amendment document. Certain features will be reiterated here in the process of 
determining the benefits and costs of various alternatives to regulate fish traps in the Gulf 
EEZ. 

The major issues surrounding the use of fish traps in the Gulf EEZ are: 1) overfishing of 
certain reef fish species, 2) incidental harvest of ornamental fish, 3) ghost fishing of lost 
traps, 4) degradation of corals and live bottom habitat, and 5) complication in the 
enforcement of fish trap rules. 

Fish traps have been generally regarded as highly efficient relative to other gear types. 
Technically traps are efficient, or have higher marginal product, in the sense that they 
are relatively easy to use; require little skill to fish; capture a wide range of species that 
are not caught by other gear types; can be fished over a wide range of depths, bottom 
types, and conditions; and require less labor time to fish. In part, however, the vaunted 
efficiency of fish traps is attributable to the skill of fishermen and the areas fished by 
traps. Thus, such technical efficiency may hold only in certain fishing areas and when 
a fisherman has acquired the necessary skills to effectively use the subject fishing gear. 
This and the fact that fish traps are relatively more strictly regulated probably partly 
explain why traps are not used extensively in the Gulf. At any rate, this technical 
efficiency of traps can pose as a factor leading to localized overfishing of certain reef 
fishes in areas where traps are deployed. The extent of overall overfishing, however, 
depends largely on the importance of the amount of fish caught in traps relative to the 
those caught by other gear types in the same or different areas. Such is the case partly 
because overfishing in general is defined relative to the entire species, say, in the Gulf 
and not relative to that species population in certain areas in the Gulf. 

Fish traps are also regarded as non-selective although it is thought that with proper 
design they can be more selective than other gear types such as bottom longlines, hook 
and lines, and trawls. They catch fish that have relatively high value as food fish such 
as groupers and snappers and fish that have high value as ornamental fish such as 
angelfish and parrotfish. This non-selectivity of fish traps has prompted fishermen 
collecting ornamental fish for aquarium to raise the issue of unfair or wasteful competition 
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from fish trap fishermen. 

There have been concerns raised about traps relative to ghost fishing and adverse 
impacts on corals and live bottom habitat. Lost traps have been found to continue 
fishing from few days to several years depending on whether or not degradable 
fasteners are used. This has been perceived as problematic especially that many traps 
are lost each year, although it has been indicated by some fishermen in public hearings 
that except in the Dry Tortugas areas losses of fish traps in the Gulf of Mexico are 
relatively lower than what have been found in the South Atlantic (i.e., on the order of 5 
percent annually). There has been some evidence presented on the nature of the 
damage caused by traps, but the extent of such damage has not been fully evaluated. 

Enforcement of fish trap regulations has also been considered difficult for a number of 
reasons. For one, federal rules in the Gulf EEZ allowing traps to be fished (subject to 
certain conditions) are incompatible with the ban on fish traps in Florida state waters and 
in the South Atlantic EEZ. There is also the practice in some fishing areas, specifically 
the DryTortugas areas, of fishing traps unattended or not bringing them after each trip 
while constantly deployed at sea -- a situation that virtually requires a costly enforcement 
at sea. In addition, there are reported abuses by dishonest trap fishermen fishing in 
closed areas and/or with illegally constructed traps. 

Preferred Option 1. The twofold provisions of "tending" and buoying traps (with 
prohibition on magnesium pop up devices) directly address the enforcement and ghost 
fishing issues, but leaves out other issues mentioned above. The enforcement feature, 
however, of this measure would not alleviate the problem posed by incompatible federal 
and state (Florida) rules on fish traps. Based on information from public hearings, there 
are two general types of fishing practices using traps with each type prevalent in certain 
fishing areas. In areas from around Naples through Apalachicola, Florida, fishermen 
tend traps and bring them ashore after each trip, and they also generally buoy each 
trap. Although "tending" has many connotations, the term as used in the amendment 
means returning all traps to shore at the end of each fishing trip, and thus would 
practically be similar to current fishing practice in these areas. Since in these areas traps 
are already individually buoyed, the only change that the proposed measure would bring 
about is the use of surface buoys instead of submerged buoys with pop-up devices. 
From public testimonies, pop-up devices do not appear to be widespread in use. Noting 
this fishing practice, Preferred Option 1 may be expected to result in minimal direct 
impacts in terms of both enforcement benefits and costs to fishermen in these areas. 
One, however, should recognize the potential indirect effects of this option which would 
be to prevent deviation from the usual fishing practice in these areas. Such deviation 
may later be turn out to be more profitable for fishermen but could be problematic from 
enforcement standpoint. 

A different practice for fishing traps occurs in the Keys, particularly in the DryTortugas. 
In these areas traps are fished in deeper waters and in trawls of 8 to 1 O traps. Each 
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trawl end is buoyed, and traps are generally left for longer soak times and are not 
returned after each fishing trip. The fish trap fishery in this area is composed of about 
7 individuals who may be reasonably expected to fish the maximum of 100 fish traps 
allowed per permittee. With the current practice in these areas of using trawls and 
buoying them at both ends, the only change that the proposed measure would effect 
regarding buoys is the requirement to use surface buoys instead of submerged ones 
with pop-up devices. Surface buoys can help in alleviating the problem of lost traps. 
Less lost traps will be beneficial to both fishermen and fish resource. With less lost traps 
fishermen would not be forgoing revenues from catches and would not unnecessarily 
incur replacement costs. Ghost fishing would also be mitigated under the condition of 
less lost traps, and in a way could lessen the clamor from other sectors of imposing 
more trap regulations. In addition, surface buoys allow relative ease in identifying 
locations of traps for enforcement purposes, although it was mentioned by a Coast 
Guard representative during the May 1993 Council meeting that Coast Guard vessels are 
not equipped to haul back a trawl for inspection. Buoying a trap requires about 840 feet 
of line, and with 10 traps to a trawl, fishing for 100 traps necessitates the use of about 
16,800 feet of line. Currently lines used to buoy traps roughly cost about $35 per 1,200 
feet. Thus, each trap fisherman would have to put up an additional cost of about $490 
for fishing 100 traps. With about 7 fishermen directly affected by the measure, total cost 
would be about $3,430. If the provision were instead to buoy traps individually, the cost 
to each fisherman would about $2,450 for a total of $17, 150 for all 7 fishermen. Relative 
to a small fishing operation the latter cost figures could be substantial, and thus would 
pose as a constraint on fishermen when attempting to deviate from the current practice 
of fishing traps in trawls; that is for example, to fish individual traps instead of in trawls. 

The "tending" requirement will have more than minimal impacts on trap fishing in the 
Keys. Tending traps and bringing them to port at the end of each fishing trip have been 
cited in public hearings as one major reason for lower trap losses in the Gulf of Mexico 
(outside of the Tortugas area) trap fishery. The practice in the Keys is to leave traps 
underwater when vessels return to port. Cost is the major factor in this case since 
vessels have to travel longer distances to set traps relative to those fishing in the upper 
Gulf. Ships pass in areas in the Dry Tortugas where traps are fished, and buoys could 
be cut off by passing ships, making traps difficult to locate. In addition, the Dry Tortugas 
area is subject to strong currents which may move individually buoyed traps to deeper 
waters. Thus the probability of lost traps and eventually ghost fishing appears to be high 
if traps were individually buoyed in these areas. Tending traps in the sense here 
understood as bringing traps back to port after each fishing trip can mitigate trap losses 
in these areas. In addition, this requirement can enhance the enforceability of fish trap 
regulations in a number of ways. For one traps when brought ashore can be inspected 
for compliance with construction features as in the case with vessels in the upper Gulf. 
Secondly, there is less likelihood that the number of traps used for fishing does not 
exceed the maximum allowed. Without the tending requirement, it is possible to fish 
more than 100 traps at a time since vessels can simply keep on setting more traps at 
sea by making several trips. Although it is still possible that vessels may bring to port 
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about 50 traps, leave the rest at sea, and come back the next fishing trip with 100 traps, 
however, each trap must be identified with a NMFS annual trap tag. Dockside inspection 
may be checked with visual inspection at sea of the possible remaining traps being left 
for fishing, given the provision that traps be buoyed. Additionally under the requirement 
to bring traps to port after each fishing trip, the incidence of lost traps may also be 
roughly estimated if vessels bring back less than what they brought to sea. This, of 
course, presupposes that enforcement agents know the number of traps on board 
vessels when they leave port. Undoubtedly, tending imposes certain additional costs to 
fishermen. It would disrupt the practice of some fishermen who fish for stone crabs 
while leaving fish traps unattended for longer period of time. If fishermen use fish traps 
and also fish for stone crabs, they would be faced with storage problems, especially in 
the Keys where storage space is limited. This could result in reduction of catches from 
traps and harvest of stone crabs. In this way, inefficiency would be introduced into each 
fishing operation by preventing the realization of the most profitable product mix. 
Moreover, tending would severely constrain the flexibility of trap fishermen to do some 
other tasks, particularly on land, while traps are left at sea unattended for several days. 
Under the tending provision, more days spent on land either for repair vessels or 
equipment or for other income generating activities would mean forgoing earnings from 
the initial haul from traps left fishing. 

Preferred Option 2 does not directly address any of the issues mentioned above, but 
does prevent them from intensifying. The proposed moratorium would last for three 
years from its implementation, and the endorsement may be transferred only with the 
concomitant transfer of the vessel or from one vessel to another of the same permit 
holder. Although the moratorium starts at the implementation of this amendment, it is 
not expected to induce an increase in the number of vessels fishing for fish traps 
because of the relatively restrictive condition for receiving fish trap endorsement on reef 
fish permits. Recipients of the endorsement are limited to those permittees that turned 
in logbooks indicating landings from fish traps in 1991 and/or 1992 through November 
19, 1992. Such condition, while restrictive enough to prevent a surge in vessels fishing 
for fish traps, is liberal enough to include current active participants in the fish trap 
fishery. Due to the inclusion of practically all current fish trap fishermen, this measure, 
by itself, is not expected to adversely affect the efficiency of the fish trap fishery. On the 
contrary, there is afforded to current participants the protection from potential rivals (i.e., 
other fish trap fishermen) fishing for the same species in the same fishing grounds. In 
addition, the moratorium provides a relatively stable environment for conducting the 
proposed research studies regarding the effects of fish traps on fishery resources. 

Rejected Option 1, which retains the status quo, does not have economic impacts in the 
short run by definition. The long-run impacts of this option are relatively unknown, but 
maintaining the status quo over a longer period could be disadvantageous to 
commercial trap fishermen when perceptions regarding the negative effects of fish traps 
on the fishery resources heighten and are not given empirical resolution through 
research studies . 
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Any of the sub-options of Rejected Option 2 would address mainly the non-selectivity 
nature of fish traps by allowing smaller fish to escape. Concerns about potential 
overfishing of certain reef fish species and incidental catch of smaller sized ornamental 
fish would be alleviated. Ghost fishing, enforcement problem, and possible coral and 
bottom habitat damage would still remain valid concerns. Cost-wise, any of the 
sub-options would entail lesser cost than a total ban on traps (i.e., Rejected Option 6). 
The catch efficiency of traps, however, would be reduced, resulting in less catch and 
revenues to trap fishermen. With the mentioned potential for an increase in cost, less 
revenues translates to lower profits to trap fishermen. 

The additional cost of sub-option (a) over the current provision is expected to be 
minimal, although in the case of traps made of hexagonal mesh size two sides may have 
to be entirely replaced. It has been estimated that there is some difference in value per 
haul between a 2 by 4 inch mesh size and hexagonal mesh size traps, although no 
statistical test for such difference has been performed. While there may be no significant 
decrease in revenue to fish trappers related to reef fish under this sub-option, a 
possibility exists for loss of revenue for other unregulated, undersize fish that escape 
traps. The possibility of releasing small fish is especially important for lost traps. 

Under sub-option (b), the cost of redesigning traps may be more than minor for those 
traps with hexagonal mesh. Fishermen may even have to buy or build entirely new traps 
to replace illegal ones, thus prematurely replacing traps. In this sense the value of traps 
lost to fishermen may approximate the amount lost under the trap ban option (discussed 
below). In addition, it has been found out that mean weights of fish caught in a 2 by 4 
inch mesh significantly differ from those caught in any of the currently allowed mesh size, 
and a 2 by 4 inch mesh trap generates about $4. 75 per haul versus $5.50 per haul for 
the more efficient 1.5 inch hexagonal mesh trap (Bohnsack et al., 1988). Thus, this 
measure can be expected to reduce the catch and revenue per haul of fish traps. This 
reduction is especially significant for reef fish without size limits and other commercial 
fish species caught. Thus, while this measure would enhance the benefits from size 
limits of regulated reef fish and at the same time would allow escapement of ornamental 
fish, fish trappers would be compelled to forego revenues from commercial catch of 
other species. 

The cost of redesigning traps under sub-option (c) may be expected to be minimal. 
Under this measure, the possibility of escapement due to larger mesh size occurs mainly 
during the hauling of traps when fish are forced against the bottom of the trap. To the 
extent that undersize fish are allowed to escape, some future benefits at the expense of 
current foregone catch may be gained from this measure. However, the extent of such 
escapement appears to be limited. 

The cost of redesigning traps under sub-option (d) may also be expected to be minimal. 
This measure would allow escapement of smaller fish or certain types of fish. Again as 
with the other sub-options, revenues of fish trappers are bound to decline and would be 
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particularly severe with respect to unregulated food fish. 

Rejected Option 3 directly addresses the enforcement issue, but leaves out other issues 
discussed mentioned above. The cost side of this option is significantly less than 
banning fish traps (discussed below). Operational cost would tend to escalate under this 
option since fishermen would be compelled to travel long distances to fish, 
approximately 60 miles further per trip. This sub-option could also result in reduction in 
catch and revenue of fishermen. While potential conflict with many fishermen harvesting 
ornamental fish, this option could pose some type of conflicts with longline fishermen, 
since they would be potentially fishing in the same areas where traps would be 
deployed. 

Rejected Option 4 would result in reduction in the number of traps deployed, it can 
directly address the issues raised regarding the use of traps though at a lesser degree 
than the option to ban traps. The only exception would be enforcement which would still 
be a problematic issue under this option. Both benefits and costs under this option 
would be significantly less than those of the option to ban fish traps ( discussed below). 
Sub-option (a) would be almost similar to the status quo, since the same number of 
persons would be allowed to deploy the same number of traps. This sub-option would 
prevent an increase in the number of fishermen using traps, and the increase in the 
number of traps actually fished in 1993 and thereafter would be constrained to those 
traps not actually fished by eligible persons in the 1992 season. As per 1992 permit 
records, 166 indicated fish traps as a principal gear out of the 284 who indicated their 
vessel would use traps. The 1992 season is still under way and the number of traps 
actually fished for the season is not known. It may also be noted that current logbook 
data are inadequate to determine the total number of traps actually fished in any one 
year. Sub-option (b) has an unknown impact on the number of traps that would be 
fished. ITQ shares may require less traps for some fishermen but more for others. The 
net effect in terms of traps to be deployed may be an increase, no change, or decrease 
in total number of traps. An ITQ system basically requires establishing a quota for all 
species, individually or collectively, caught in fish traps for division into ITQs. Some of 
the species currently caught in fish traps are not subject to quotas. For species with a 
quota, like groupers, an ITQ system would require allocating part of the overall quota to 
fish traps. Establishing an overall quota for fish traps may be feasible but very difficult 
to do. A complicating factor is introduced by the possibility of establishing ITQs for 
incidental catch of ornamental fish. 

Rejected Option 5 would result in reduction in the number of traps deployed, it can 
directly address the issues raised regarding the use of traps though at a lesser degree 
than the option to ban traps. Again the only exception is enforcement which would still 
be a problematic issue under this option. Both benefits and costs under this option 
would be significantly less than those of the option to ban fish traps (discussed below). 
Sub-option (a) means a 50 percent reduction in the current level of allowed fish traps per 
vessel. However, this does not directly translate in a 50 percent less effects than the 
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ban on traps or the status quo, except with respect to the loss of value of fish traps. 
Fish traps may still be fished twice as often or as long resulting in about similar effects 
as the status quo in terms of impacts on fish stock, ghost fishing, incidental catch of 
ornamental fish, and possible habitat damage. Possibly revenues especially those of full
time fish trappers would decline; most likely fishing costs would increase. Sub-option 
(b) would limit a potential increase in fish traps. In 1992 there were 12,064 trap tags 
issued while 284 persons indicated their vessels would be fishing traps or a potential 
28,400 traps in the fishery or more realistically 16,600 potential traps in the fishery 
corresponding to 166 persons indicating that traps were their principal gear. Using the 
1992 number of persons who indicated the use of fish traps, the potential number of 
traps under sub-option (a) would range from about 8,300 to 14,200 while under 
sub-option (b) fish traps would be limited to 12,064. The crucial point, however, in all 
these is whether sub-option (a) or (b) would result in reduction in the number of fish 
traps actually used. From this standpoint, the effects of these sub-options are unknown. 

Rejected Option 6 addresses all of the issues mentioned above in varying degrees. The 
technical efficiency of traps poses as a factor that may lead to localized overfishing of 
certain reef fishes. This was an argument forwarded in the South Atlantic Council's 
decision to ban fish traps in its area of jurisdiction (see SAFMC, 1991). In the Gulf, fish 
traps catch a motley of species, with snapper ( other than red) and grouper being the 
predominant species. Red grouper is by far the single most important species caught 
in fish traps. This species, however, has been formally determined not to be overfished. 
There are no detailed information on the status of the rest of the grouper or snapper 
stocks relative to overfishing. In addition, traps contribute only a little over 6 percent of 
total reef fish catch in the Gulf of Mexico. Fish traps catch few red snapper (about 1 
percent of 1991 total trap catch of snapper) which is one reef fish species presently 
considered severely overfished. It appears then that from this standpoint the potential 
benefit of banning fish traps is likely to be minimal, although such ban would eliminate 
the possibility of traps being deployed in the western Gulf where red snapper are 
relatively more abundant or would preclude fish traps from continuing to fish reef fish 
species that later might be determined to have been overfished. 

Fish traps, being non-selective, catch fish that have relatively high value as food fish 
such as groupers and snappers and fish that have high value as ornamental fish such 
as angelfish and parrotfish. When all these catches are sold as food fish, ornamental 
fish generally command a much lower price than when sold live as ornamental fish. In 
addition, ornamental fish that are discarded when not sold as food fish would lose their 
entire market value. In both ways, incidental catches of ornamental fish lead to a 
reduction in economic value of the fish. It may also be noted that there are non
consumptive values of ornamental fish when left unharvested for divers to see. 
However, reduction of non-consumptive value may not be totally attributable to fish traps 
since tropical fish collectors using other gear types also harvest these fish. The benefit 
from banning traps in the particular case of eliminating incidental take of ornamental fish 
cannot be quantified. 
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Banning fish traps can significantly reduce ghost fishing, but the extent of economic 
benefit from such a ban depends on the extent of the number of traps lost. From 
current information, lost traps are a small occurrence in areas in the Gulf outside of the 
Dry Tortugas areas. In these latter areas, there are reported to be few fishermen fishing 
and noting that each fisherman is limited to 100 traps it appears that the economic 
problem of arising from ghost fishing is relatively small. On this account, the ban on 
traps may be expected to have minimal effects with respect to the economic problem 
associated with ghost fishing. 

The current evidence on the nature of the damage caused by traps suggests that fish 
traps do not account for a major damage of bottom habitat in the Gulf. Relative to 
habitat damage inflected by stone crab pots and spiny lobster traps, the damage done 
by fish traps is relatively small primarily because of the small number of fish traps relative 
to these other traps/pots. Banning fish traps is then bound to achieve very little benefits 
in terms of mitigating damage to bottom habitat and consequently on the biological and 
economic productivity of such bottom areas. 

Banning fish traps would render compatible the federal rules in the Gulf EEZ with those 
of the state waters of Florida and South Atlantic EEZ. Enforcement will thus be highly 
simplified. The size of benefits from a fish trap ban is directly proportional to the extent 
of problems associated with enforcing fish trap rules applicable to these three areas. 
As earlier mentioned, the number of recorded fish trap violations is relatively small 
compared to other marine associated violations. If the probability of detecting violations 
is proportional to the number of violations, such recorded fish trap violations suggest 
that the benefits from a ban on traps relative to enforcement of fishing rules is relatively 
small, especially as most fishermen likely comply with existing regulations. 

There are several cost items accompanying the ban on fish traps in the entire Gulf EEZ. 
Major costs include loss of value of traps, loss of income to trap makers, loss of income 
to vessel owners, operators and crews, loss of efficiency in the reef fish harvest sector, 
loss in profitability to fish dealers, and loss in consumer surplus. 

In the southeastern U.S. fish traps are banned in state waters of Florida and in the EEZ 
under the management jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Council. Moreover, fish traps 
are banned in the Gulf EEZ in designated stressed areas (see Appendix E), and NOAA 
is about to ban fish traps in the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary. If the ban on 
traps is extended to the entire Gulf EEZ, economic values associated solely with fish trap 
operations will be foregone in full since practically there will no alternative uses for traps. 
There are certain economic values discussed below that are lost due to the ban on traps 
but can be recouped in other fishing or non-fishing activities. The regulatory impacts 
associated with these latter values would be appropriately regarded as more 
distributional in nature. 

Technically, the value of a trap is determined by demand and supply of traps in the 
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market. In the absence of demand and supply information, valuing of traps for the 
purpose of estimating the cost of a trap ban is done by using a similar technique used 
by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) when it was considering 
the ban on traps in its area of jurisdiction. This technique involves using the acquisition 
cost of traps adjusted for depreciation. The salvage value of traps is considered very 
minimal and is thus considered zero for estimation purposes. It was estimated by 
SAFMC staff that the acquisition cost of a trap is $85 and the average value when 
adjusted for depreciation is $48.50. The number of traps in the possession of fishermen 
using traps is not precisely known. In 1992, a total of 96 fishermen reported landings 
using traps. Assuming that each of the 96 fishermen own 100 traps (the legal maximum 
to be used by each at any time), the total value of traps lost due to the ban would 
amount to $465,600 over the lifespan of traps. To this amount should be added the 
value of traps now in the possession of trap makers or other sellers of traps. The ban 
on traps would also mean a loss of market to trap makers and sellers of traps or trap 
materials. The extent of such loss cannot be determined. 

In 1991, about $1.45 million pounds of fish caught in traps were landed. The ex-vessel 
value of such landing was about $2.5 million. This amount shared by vessel owners, 
operators, and crews would be foregone if traps are banned in the Gulf. At a 1 0 percent 
interest, the total amount of foregone earnings from traps would amount to about $25 
million. Not all of this amount would actually count towards the loss in earnings by the 
mentioned group of people from a fish trap ban. In the case of vessel owners who are 
not operators, the vessel can be used for other purposes such as fishing using other 
gear types, non-fishing trips, or vessels may be sold. In the case of operators and 
crews, they can shift to other economic activities in the fishing on non-fishing industries. 
For these individuals, the appropriate loss in earnings that should be considered directly 
attributable to the ban on traps are their earnings from using traps minus their earnings 
from shifting to other economic activities and any re-training or job search costs 
incurred. 

To a certain degree fish traps, in addition to being technically efficient, are also 
economically efficient, i.e. have higher marginal value product, in the sense that for a 
given harvest of fish they generally are less costly to employ (due to technical efficiency 
and relatively low construction cost per trap) and that trap caught fish are contended to 
command a price premium in the fresh fish market. The ban on traps would mean a 
loss of efficiency in the harvest segment of the reef fish industry. 

Certain fish dealers would suffer a loss in profitability due a fish trap ban. The extent of 
such loss is dependent on their fish trap related business that would be offset by 
harvesters using other gear types and on the degree that their lost business would be 
taken up by other dealers. There is no information to estimate the potential loss to 
dealers arising from a ban on traps. 

To the extent that as contended by some people fish traps bring in higher quality fish, 
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consumers would forego some benefits from a fish trap ban. 

B. SPECIAL MANAGEMENT ZONES 

8.1. Alabama Management Zone 

Preferred Option 1: Require persons fishing all three tracts (A, B, and C) for reef 
fish be limited to gear with no more than 3 hooks per line. 

Rejected Option 1: Require that persons fishing for reef fish be limited to use of 
certain gear that utilize no more than three hooks per line for the following reef 
tracts: 

a. The two northern tracts (A and B); or 
b. One or more of the tracts; or 
d. Status quo - none of the tracts. 

Rejected Option 2 for Allowable Gear: Gear allowed by persons fishing the reef 
tracts selected above will be hand-held rod and reel only, and 

a. Other prohibited gear aboard a vessel must be stored or not rigged for 
fishing, or 

b. Vessels with other prohibited gear must transit the reef tract without 
stopping to fish. 

The proposed SMZ off Alabama covers approximately 820 square miles with depths 
varying from 12 to 400 fathoms. About 5,000 to 7,000 artificial reefs have been 
"constructed" in the area through the years. Most of the artificial reefs have been 
constructed by the recreational sector, particularly charter vessels. Others have been 
constructed by commercial fishermen. Red snapper is said to be the prime target 
species in the area. Although the precise location of all artificial reefs is not widely 
known, it is estimated that they cover less than 0.1 percent of the total area proposed 
as SMZ. 

There are at least two objectives of an SMZ: 1) to provide protection or enhance the 
fishery resource in the area, and 2) to limit the exploitation of such resources which may 
favor a select group of people, particularly those who build artificial reefs. The first of 
these is highly relevant because of the overfished status of red snapper that inhabit in 
the proposed SMZ. The second assumes importance because even though the current 
proposal does not explicitly exclude anybody from fishing in the proposed SMZ, it does 
restrict the efficiency of certain fishing operations in the area. Considering that red 
snapper is the main species targeted in the proposed SMZ and the species is currently 
managed with an overall TAC, there arises an important issue of whether the proposed 
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SMZ contributes to the achievement of the Council's long-term goal of rebuilding the red 
snapper stock. Given all these, the proposed SMZ raises two economic issues: 1) 
whether it enhances economic value from fishing for red snapper in general, and 2) 
whether it enhances economic value from the fishing activity in the area. The first issue 
deals with the contribution of the proposed SMZ to the long-term expansion of the 
production frontier for red snapper, while the second deals with the consequences of 
allocating fishing activities in the area to various user groups. 

Recreational anglers, in private or charter boats, and small commercial fishermen have 
been fishing for years in reef tracts in the proposed SMZ, with red snapper being the 
prime target species. The action of the Council to re-open the red snapper fishery in 
1992 under a 1,000 pound trip limit per vessel reportedly prompted many medium to 
large vessels to fish in these areas. It was pointed out in the SEIS / amendment text that 
during the regular and extended season for red snapper, fishing activity in the reef tracts 
was about 60 percent private, 30 percent charter, and 10 percent commercial, including 
boats coming from outside Alabama. The biological impact of this recent event on the 
overall red snapper stock is not precisely known, but it has been contended that if this 
occurrence continues red snapper stock for the small individual reefs in these areas 
would easily be fished out. There is good reason to believe that preventing localized 
overfishing of red snapper in certain areas in the Gulf, for example establishing an SMZ 
as in the present case, would promote the achievement of the target recovery of the 
stock. However, such conservation measure needs to be considered within the context 
of an overall red snapper TAC that has been fully taken at least in the last two years. 
If intensified fishing in the proposed SMZ becomes the major source of TAC overages 
or adversely changes the size composition of fish or reduces the incentive to construct 
new reefs to replace those deteriorating or to add to those existing, such type of fishing 
would impede the achievement of the Council's target recovery for red snapper, and the 
economic outcome of such fishing practice would be to curtail the expansion of the red 
snapper production frontier or to prevent such frontier from expanding. Otherwise, the 
major issue would turn to the allocative consequences of restricting fishing in the 
proposed SMZ. 

Although there still exists the general issue of whether artificial reefs enhance production 
or simply congregate fish, there appears to be some evidence, as discussed in the 
SEIS/amendment document, that the Alabama artificial reefs have contributed to the 
abundance of red snapper. Therefore maintenance of these reefs to remain productive, 
for example, by replacing those that deteriorated and promoting any conservation 
practice associated with these reefs, can contribute to the recovery of the red snapper 
stock. Moreover, given the fact that less than 0.1 percent of the proposed SMZ area 
has artificial reefs, additional reefs may be expected to further enhance the abundance 
of red snapper more than to attract fish away from existing reefs. In this regard, 
maintaining the incentive to build reefs in the proposed SMZ, say through regulatory 
measures, would have an overall positive impact on the red snapper stock and in 
particular on reef builders. In order, however, for the positive impacts to be realized, 
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certain conditions have to be satisfied. The short-run the condition is that individual reefs 
are not overfished while the long-run condition is that the increase in fishing rate in those 
reefs should not exceed the rate of increase in red snapper abundance from reef 
construction. An examination of the current fishing practice in the proposed SMZ and 
potential fishing effort that may be employed therein may shed some light on the 
possibility of meeting the stated conditions for red snapper stock enhancement. 

In order to develop some background information regarding the users of fishery 
resources in the proposed SMZ, the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural 
Resources (ADCN R) conducted a survey in June 1993. Of the 58 charter boat captains 
provided with questionnaires, 14 turned in their responses. Recreational anglers were 
surveyed on availability basis, and responses were elicited from 1 O individuals. 
Commercial boat captains refused to provide any information because they felt it would 
hurt them in the future (Lazauski, 1993). A summary of the survey's results is presented 
in the SEIS/amendment document. It may be noted that such survey did not adhere to 
strict statistical and survey procedures since it was designed mainly to generate general 
indications of the fishing activities in the proposed SMZ within a short period. In view 
of this, survey results may only be interpreted with great caution. The survey shows that 
charter vessels fishing the proposed SMZ limited hooks to no more than 2 and 
recreational fishermen to 2 to 4 hooks. In addition, charter boat captains indicated they 
take a few fish from a given reef and move on to another reefs. Recreational anglers, 
on the other hand, indicated they stay on the same reef until the bag limit is reached or 
fishing slows down. In the absence of information regarding commercial fishermen, one 
can only make general statements regarding their fishing practice. If current profitability 
were their overriding objective, commercial fishermen would attempt to minimize cost per 
trip in view of the fact that they are subject to trip limits. Under this condition, they may 
be expected to behave in much the same way as recreational anglers, i.e., staying in the 
same reef as much as possible until their trip limits are reached or fishing slows down. 
If future profitability were also included in their fishing decision, they would be expected 
to behave like charter boat captains, i.e., fishing in many reefs per trip, in order to leave 
some fish in a reef area for future harvest. The only other information on commercial 
fishing in the mentioned areas is that mentioned in the SEIS/amendment document that 
there is very little longline fishing activities in said areas, and the little fishing that exists 
is limited to tract C of the proposed SMZ. To some extent then, those harvesting in the 
proposed SMZ may be promoting conservation measures that can help in restoring the 
depressed red snapper stock. This is, of course, more true with charter vessels which 
generally fish with few hooks on the line and move from reefs to reefs. This could also 
be true with recreational anglers who also fish with few hooks on the line but only so 
long as their number does not substantially increase. This could be true for commercial 
fishermen but only with respect to those fishing on smaller boats which may be expected 
to deploy fewer hooks per line than large vessels and again only if their number does 
not substantially increase. The Preferred Option which limits the number of hooks to 
three per line can help ensure that current conservation measures promoted in the 
proposed SMZ would be maintained. In this way, this option may be considered to 
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result in economic benefits at least in the short run by preventing a possible reduction 
in the production frontier. 

The long-run situation hinges crucially on the increase of fishing effort in the proposed 
SMZ vis-a-vis the increase in stock abundance from existing or additional reefs and the 
extent to which the SMZ becomes a significant factor in TAC overages. One may note 
that the Preferred Option would not curtail the fishing effort of both the recreational 
sector and commercial vessels so long as they employ the permitted gear type. 
Regardless of any group's conservation practice related to fishing in reefs located in the 
proposed SMZ, it is very unlikely that all individual decisions coincide. One group of 
fishermen may decide to leave out certain reefs that have been nearly fished out, but 
their decision would not affect the decision of others to fish in those reefs, and under 
such condition, there existsthe possibility of eventually fishing out certain reefs. This 
non-exclusivity of fishing around individual reefs becomes a particularly problematic 
factor in the long run when productive reef locations become known to many fishermen. 
Since there are no direct effort limiting measures on the recreational sector, the long
term increase in recreational fishermen could mean an increase in fishing effort in the 
SMZ. This is particularly important since the recreational sector which currently 
comprises about 90 percent of those fishing in the proposed SMZ is mainly managed 
via a bag limit and its "quota" is only implicit in the sense that the recreational fishery is 
not closed once its allocation is filled. However, if the recreational sector exceed its 
allocation, the FMP provides that the bag limit will be reduced in subsequent years, or 
an increase in size limit can be used for the same effect. We may add, nonetheless, that 
such bag or size limit changes would be applicable to all recreational fishing in the Gulf 
and not necessarily only to fishing in the proposed SMZ. While larger commercial 
vessels may be forced out of the proposed SMZ, smaller ones could still continue to 
profitably fish in these areas. It is unlikely that these smaller vessel would increase crew 
size just to be able to fish more lines, but if no effort limitation measure on the 
commercial sector is adopted, fishing effort by these smaller vessels in the SMZ could 
eventually increase. The current low trip limits of 200 pounds for some of these vessels 
would compel them to fish in more abundant, nearshore areas in the SMZ. Again as 
with the recreational sector, the FMP provides that if the commercial sector exceeds its 
quota for one year, a part of the excess catch may be deducted from future quotas, and 
such would apply to all commercial fishing in the Gulf and not necessarily only to fishing 
in the proposed SMZ. Given the long-term prospects of an increase in fishing effort in 
the SMZ from the recreational sector and possibly from smaller commercial vessels, the 
short-run effects of the SMZ (and corresponding gear restriction) in preventing a 
contraction of the production frontier would be carried over a longer period only if 
construction of additional reefs led to an increase in abundance that more than 
compensated for the increase in fishing effort. Currently there is not enough information 
to conclude one way or another, but it appears that eliminating a relatively small 
component of effort in the proposed SMZ, i.e. fishing effort from larger vessels or 
longliners, may not be sufficient to restrain the increase in total fishing effort in the 
proposed SMZ relative to the increase in abundance. In this sense, the contribution of 
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the proposed SMZ and gear restrictions thereat to long-term expansion of the red 
snapper production frontier may be considered minimal. 

The influx of medium to large (vessel-wise) commercial fishermen fishing in the 
mentioned areas in 1992 altered the distribution of red snapper harvest in these areas. 
The adoption of species endorsement with 2,000 /200 pound trip limit for the 1993 fishing 
season (and later if not otherwise changed) is likely to result in more commercial 
fishermen fishing for red snapper in these areas. It may be noted that only 131 vessels 
have been approved to receive the endorsement out of a potential 819 that landed red 
snapper in 1992 and most of the 819 vessels are base in other areas and would not be 
expected to fish in the mentioned areas. The 1993 red snapper season which opened 
on February 16 lasted for 94 days and closed on May 21. Although those that received 
the endorsement would still have the incentive to fish in nearshore areas at least at the 
start of the season in order to make more trips, such incentive has more validity with 
those subject to the 200 pound limit. At any rate, such a situation resulted in altering 
again the distribution of red snapper harvest in the mentioned areas. The preferred and 
rejected options (except status quo) for the Alabama management zones are designed 
to restrict gear used by various user groups targeting red snapper in the designated 
areas and not to prohibit any user groups from fishing in these areas. Such restriction 
is bound to alter again the distribution of the red snapper catch in these areas but not 
necessarily to the pre-1992 situation. In addition, larger vessels and in particular longline 
vessels would be excluded from fishing in the area unless they conform to the permitted 
gear. 

Economic efficiency dictates that an allocation method should maximize net economic 
benefit from the use of the resource in these areas. Unfortunately, we do not have 
sufficient economic information to quantify the impacts of altered catch distribution in the 
designated areas for special management, particularly those of the resulting distribution 
upon adoption of the Preferred Option. At best only a qualitative discussion of the 
economic impacts of the Preferred Option can be made. 

When the regular commercial fishing season ended on February 22, 1992, the 
mentioned areas were continued to be fished by recreational fishermen through private 
or charter boats. Upon re-opening of the commercial fishing season on April 3, 1992 
until its closure on May 14, 1992, the red snapper resource in the mentioned areas were 
shared by both recreational and commercial fishermen. The adverse impact on the 
recreational sector fishing in the mentioned areas due to the re-opening of the season 
is equivalent to the loss in consumer surplus due to reduced catch in number or 
poundage, more fishing hours spent, or less enjoyable fishing trips because of 
congestion. If such reduction in consumer surplus also resulted in less angler trips in 
charter boats, this latter group would also have incurred reductions in profits. Industries 
associated with the recreational sector would also have registered profit reduction. If 
Alabama catches are taken as some rough indication of the loss to the charter boat 
industry, one can see a relatively substantial loss. In 1991, the April and May 
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charterboat catches amounted to 9,126 fish while for the same months in 1992, catches 
were only 3,530, or a reduction of about 5,596 fish (rabies 67 and 68, Goodyear, 1992). 
However, one should recognize the multitude of problems associated with concluding 
the reduction as attributable to commercial fishing in the designated areas during the 
April and May extended commercial season. Undoubtedly, the extended season was 
highly beneficial to the commercial harvest sector. Additional harvests were associated 
with ex-vessel prices that were relatively more favorable than those of the regular 
season. Furthermore, some fishermen might have trimmed down their costs by fishing 
in the proposed SMZ. The 1993 commercial season opened under higher TAC, but the 
commercial quota was taken in about the same number of days as the combined regular 
and extended 1992 season. For both 1992 and 1993 seasons, one can see that the 
recreational sector including charter boats had more time accessing the red snapper 
resources in the proposed SMZ. To some extent, this indicates that the reallocation 
brought about by re-opening the 1992 season and trip limits in the 1993 season has not 
adversely impacted the recreational sector fishing in the proposed SMZ in some 
significant measure. On the other hand, the commercial sector might have benefited 
substantially from such arrangement. Any of the options, except status quo, for the 
proposed Alabama management zone would be disadvantageous to commercial vessels, 
particularly large vessels. Both sub-options of Rejected Option 2 would be particularly 
restrictive for larger vessels. Catch distribution in these areas would favor the 
recreational sector and small commercial boats. Fishing costs for larger vessels would 
be higher as they will be compelled to fish further offshore, since in all likelihood the gear 
requirement for the management zone would be restrictive enough to make 
uneconomical for these vessels to fish mainly in these areas. It appears then to reason 
that the reallocation to be effected by the Preferred Option could result in net economic 
loss to the entire red snapper fishery, i.e., considering the impacts on both the 
commercial and recreational sectors including charter boats. 

B.2. Framework Procedure for Special Management Zones 

Preferred Option: Adopt the framework measure in the FMP. (See Section 1.2 of 
the main document for description of this procedure). 

Rejected Option: Status quo - do not adopt the framework measure. 

These options are essentially procedural in nature, and no immediate impacts on fishery 
participants may be expected from either options. Once SMZs are proposed under 
either options, their socioeconomic impacts will be accordingly analyzed. While a 
framework procedure simplifies the Council process of considering special management 
zones, it does not simplify decision making. Basic information for any management 
zones would still have to be generated, and the Council would still have to devote 
enough time to consider any proposals and their potential impacts on the resource and 
the resource users. Under the framework procedure, there is the possibility that the 
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public may not be given as much access to management decision as they do under a 
plan amendment. On the other hand, a framework procedure appears to be less costly 
so long as adoption of the framework procedure is not interpreted as a signal to the 
public that the Council is favorable to the idea of fishery management by SMZs. The 
evaluation criteria and procedure outlined for a framework procedure approach to SMZs 
may also be used under the plan amendment approach, and most likely these will be 
used for subsequent requests or considerations for SMZs if the framework procedure 
is not adopted. 

C. LANDING REQUIREMENTS 

Preferred Option: Require all finfish taken or landed from the EEZ, excluding 
oceanic migratory species, be landed with heads and fins intact. (Possession of 
fish in other forms for bait on a vessel is allowed). 

Rejected Option 1: Require that all reef fish species in the fishery be landed with 
heads and fins intact (i.e., whole but eviscerated). 

Reiected Option 2: Status quo - requirement applies only to reef fish with 
minimum size limits. 

Either the Preferred Option or Rejected Option 1 could strengthen the enforcement of 
many regulations currently in place, particularly for reef fish. Enforcement of the size 
limits is particularly made relatively less problematic. In addition, harvesting of species 
for which the fishing season is closed can be further prevented as the practice of filleting 
at sea would be minimized. Moreover, quota monitoring is enhanced under these two 
options with a more accurate estimation of harvests. Although more likely to occur in 
the recreational sector than in the commercial sector, the extent of filleting fish at sea is 
not known, and thus it is not possible to assess the full impact of the proposed landing 
requirement. Additionally, the proposed and alternative options are landing rather than 
possession rules. Thus, it is still likely that some filleting at sea may occur and only the 
landing of such filleted fish may be minimized. The landing requirement under these two 
options would negatively impact those that currently fillet fish that are not regulated 
mostly to conserve storage space. The major advantage of the Preferred Option over 
Rejected Option 1 is that it covers a wider range of finfish and thus has a slightly better 
chance of achieving the benefits mentioned above. The Preferred Option's allowance 
for possession of fish in "other forms for bait" may partly negate its effectiveness but it 
does provide some consideration to fishermen unable to use all the bait they carry in 
one fishing trip. 

D. PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 
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Preferred Option: Status Quo - No change, retain the current requirement for 
vessel permits that permittee must meet the Income requirement based on 
records from one of the two previous calendar years. 

Rejected Option 1: Require that commercial vessel permittees meet the earned 
income requirement based on records from one of the three previous calendar 
years. 

Rejected Option 2: Allow permittees to disregard income earned in 1992 in 
meeting the current requirement for renewal of a permit. 

Since May 1992 a moratorium for issuance of new permits has been in place and will 
terminate no later than May 1994. Under this moratorium, only vessels issued permits 
in 1992 may be eligible for re-issuance in 1993 and 1994. At present there are 2,214 
permits issued, and during the moratorium no more than these permits may be issued. 
Permit transfer, however, is allowed between vessels of the same permittee or between 
different persons but only with the concomitant transfer of the permitted vessel. If the 
new owner of a permitted vessel does not meet the income requirement for permit 
eligibility, he is granted one year in the fishery to meet the income requirement. For 
permit re-issuance, the vessel owner or operator has to qualify the requirement of more 
than 50 percent of earned income from commercial or charter /headboat fishing. The 
percentage requirement may be based on any one of the preceding two years (Preferred 
Option). For 1993, earned income for either 1991 or 1992 may be used; for 1994, 
earned income would be based on income for either 1992 or 1993, and so on. It is 
worth stressing that the earned income requirement may continue to be imposed after 
the moratorium whether or not a limited entry in the fishery is established. 

The red snapper season for 1992 lasted 53 days in the regular season and 42 days in 
the extended season, and this abbreviated season compelled fishermen to supplement 
their income elsewhere. If supplemental income is derived from other commercial fishing 
or charter /headboat fishing, all three options would have similar results in terms of 
permit eligibility. If supplemental income comes from non-fishing activities, Rejected 
Options 2 and 3 would allow more eligible fishermen than the Preferred Option. If a 
similar abbreviated season occurs in 1993 or in succeeding years, Rejected Option 1 
would allow more eligible fishermen than either of the other two options. We may note, 
however, that the approved emergency action for 1993 specifying trip limits of 2,000 
pounds if a vessel qualifies for red snapper species endorsement or 200 pounds if a 
vessel does not so qualify will lengthen the season. This provision could enable many 
fishermen to derive the enough income to qualify for reef fish permit. 

Relaxation of the eligibility requirement benefits more those that are heavily dependent 
on red snapper or other fisheries that may experience shortened seasons. The social 
impacts of this relaxation are definitely positive. The economic impacts in terms of 
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efficiency are not determinate. If such relaxation allows inefficient fishing operation to 
continue competing for the scarce red snapper resource, the overall efficiency status of 
the industry would suffer. To some degree, one may argue that efficient operation is 
closely associated with strong dependency on the fish stock. In this sense, there is an 
economic argument for relaxing permit eligibility as in Rejected Options 1 and 2. 
However, if one grants the contention that those receiving red snapper endorsement are 
the ones highly dependent on the red snapper resource, then maintaining the status quo 
could in fact prevent the industry from becoming less efficient while not adversely 
impacting those who do not receive the endorsement. 

E. RED SNAPPER MINIMUM SIZE 

Preferred Option: Change the minimum size limit for red snapper as follows: 

o to 14 inches (TL) in 1994, and 
o to 15 inches (TL) in 1996, and 
o to 16 Inches (TL) in 1998. 

Rejected Option: Status Quo - No change, the size limit remains at 13 inches (TL). 

An increase in size limit may be expected to negatively impact the harvest of fish of both 
commercial and recreational users in the short run. Recreational harvest of red snapper 
varies in number and weight by fishing mode and state. For 1991, the average weight 
across all states and fishing modes of recreationally caught red snapper was about 2.07 
pounds (Goodyear, 1992). This would approximately correspond to a little over 16 
inches in total length. On average then, the impact of an increase in size limit up to 16 
inches on the recreational sector would not be very substantial. One may note, of 
course, that the idea of an average size of fish caught indicates that some fish caught 
by anglers were smaller than 16 inches and so would have to be discarded when the 
appropriate size limit takes into effect. Among the states, Texas recreational anglers 
which caught fish of an average weight of 1.79 pounds in 1991 would be adversely 
affected by the increase in size limit. Among the fishing modes, the headboat anglers 
(mainly in Texas) which caught an average weight of 1.93 pounds would be negatively 
impacted by a size limit of 16 inches. Lower size limits may not have a substantial 
impact on anglers using this fishing mode. Although in terms of catch, an increase in 
size limit may not directly translate in catch reduction, recreational anglers may be 
compelled to increase their fishing cost or experience less valuable fishing trips. In this 
sense, consumer surplus may decline in the short run. The marketability of fishing trips 
by charter and head boats may also be adversely impacted in the short run by less 
valuable fishing trips brought about by a size limit increase. 

The commercial sector has caught and sold red snapper in the 1 to 2 pound category. 
With a gradual increase in size limit to 16 inches, this category will be eventually lost to 
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imports unless states do not change their size regulations to be compatible with the 
proposed change in size limits in federal waters. The red snapper pricing system among 
red snapper dealers in the Gulf is described in the SEIS/amendment document. Such 
a pricing system is based on information collected from 10 major dealers around the Gulf 
that supply most of the information for monitoring the red snapper quota (Antozzi, per. 
com., 1993). According to this survey, dealers historically used from one to four tiers 
of pricing red snapper based on pound sizes, with one to two tiers being the most 
common. Whatever the tier system used, the 2-4 pound category generally commanded 
premium price over smaller or larger sizes. The 1-2 pound category commanded 
premium price when a two tier system was used, but secondary price with three to four 
tiers. Given the information that a two-tier system is most common, it is not readily 
ascertainable whether a 1-2 pound fish commanded higher prices than 2-4 pound fish 
since both sizes are listed as commanding premium prices. Considering that ex-vessel 
demand is derived from consumer demand through wholesale demand, wholesale prices 
(consumer prices are not available) would be highly indicative of red snapper ex-vessel 
price structure. Information from the Fulton Fish Market shows that at least from 1987 
through 1992, wholesale prices for medium size (presumed to be 1-2 pounds) red 
snapper had been higher than those for smaller sizes (Waters, 1992). This could very 
likely mean that ex-vessel prices for 2-4 pound sizes had been higher than for those of 
smaller sizes for the period mentioned. Incidentally, this was the type of information that 
the Council's Socioeconomic Panel (SEP) had when they discussed the impacts of size 
limit increase on the most highly priced fish size category (SEP, 1992). On the other 
hand, information for 1993 appears to indicate that the 1-2 pound fish command higher 
wholesale prices (Antozzi, 1993). By a similar reasoning as above, this implies higher 
ex-vessel prices for smaller size than for larger size categories. 

Both demand and supply factors have a role on this apparent price reversal. Demand 
considerations related to the price structure of red snapper are more difficult to pin 
down. Although an empirically estimated demand function for snappers in the Southeast 
is available (see Keithly and Prochaska, 1985), it provides only very general quantitative 
relationships between snapper price, snapper landings, imports, and income. Since 
such estimation was done for a different purpose it understandably lacks the necessary 
detail to address such issues as price differentials for various sizes of red snapper. 
Nonetheless, such estimates show that the demand for snappers is relatively inelastic, 
indicating that large changes in total quantity of snapper landings are associated with 
small changes (in opposite direction) in snapper price. In many public hearings held 
throughout the Gulf, it has been contended that 1-2 pound red snappers command a 
relatively higher demand especially among restaurants. While such claim is supportive 
of the premium price smaller snappers commanded in the 1993 open fishing season, it 
does not appear to support the premium price attached to 2-4 pound sizes in previous 
years. A change in demand could have possibly occurred in 1993, but there is no 
information to support this claim. 

In view of the foregoing, we turn our attention to supply factors to explain the mentioned 
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price reversal. Holding demand constant, one possible explanation for the price reversal 
is that the supply of 1-2 pound fish in 1993 must have been relatively low relative to 
those of previous years and relative to the 1993 supply of larger fish. Although both 
imports and domestic landings of red snapper (or close substitutes) affect overall supply, 
there is not much that can be said about imports due to lack of information. Turning to 
domestic landings, we recall the discussion in the SEIS/amendment document regarding 
strong 1989 and 1990 year classes of juvenile red snapper, with the former about twice 
as abundant as the latter year class. By the beginning of 1993, the 1989 and 1990 year 
classes averaged about 16. 7 and 13. 1 inch (TL) size. We may also note that a 1-2 
pound fish is smaller than 16 inches (TL) in size. Although it remains to be fully validated 
by an examination of commercial landings by size categories, there appears some 
reason to believe that in 1993 there was a relatively higher supply of larger sized fish, 
and this resulted in lower prices for this size category relative to smaller size fish. By 
1994, the 1989 and 1990 year classes will average about 19.8 and 16. 7 inches (TL) in 
length so that larger size fish would then command lower prices than smaller fish if the 
1991 year class were not as strong as the 1989 or 1990 year classes. Similar price 
conditions would exist in later years if subsequent year classes were not also strong. 
Hence, under the condition that the 1989 and 1990 year classes dominate subsequent 
year classes, catches of larger fish would be very likely higher and thus would depress 
prices for these size categories. Hence, an increase in size limit on top of a commercial 
quota would reduce the short-run revenues of commercial fishermen mainly because 
revenue losses from reduced sales of smaller snappers would not be outweighed by 
revenue gains from increased sales of larger snappers. The net effect on profitability, 
however, also depends of what happens to fishing cost under such condition. In the 
absence of cost information, we can only focus on general cost changes. If larger size 
fish becomes more abundant under the scenario depicted above, fishing time could be 
reduced and thus cost would also be reduced. However, there is also a compensating 
increase in cost brought about by the added work of discarding undersize fish and by 
the possibility that fishing vessels may need to travel farther offshore to catch the legal 
size snappers. It is likely then that a higher size limit would bring about an increase in 
cost. Hence, the size limit increase may be expected to effect a reduction in short-run 
profits to the commercial sector due to a reduction in revenue and increase in cost. We 
hasten to add, however, that such reduction in profit is more likely to be effected more 
by a reduction in revenue than by an increase in cost. 

To complete the picture, the short-run losses described above have to be contrasted 
with the long-term impacts of a size limit increase. It may be stated at the start that such 
short-run losses could be maintained over a longer period if a higher size limit plays a 
minimal role in a long-run increase or in forestalling a reduction in TAC, commercial 
quota, and recreational bag limit (through regulatory changes). 

The long-run impacts of the size limit increase on fishery participants largely depends 
on the biological outcome of the measure. Increasing the size limit is expected to 
increase the yield per recruit and eventually the level of harvest of red snapper. First 
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time spawners are given more protection with an increasing size limit. Indeed an 
increase in size limit may be expected to increase the release mortality which is currently 
considered to be 33 percent. As mentioned in the $EIS/amendment document, a more 
recent analysis of the proposed size limits shows that the target SPA of 20 percent 
would be achieved sooner, or conversely, a shrimp trawl bycatch reduction of 50 percent 
could be implemented in 1995. Since, as also mentioned in the $EIS/amendment 
document, the target bycatch reduction is very unlikely to be achieved in 1994, the 
proposed size limit increase becomes the major remaining policy variable that 
management can control to achieve the long-run objective for red snapper management 
under the current TAC level of 6.0 MP and bycatch reduction in 1995. If the size limit 
is maintained at current level, the target SPA can only be reached if the TAC is reduced 
provided the bycatch reduction is implemented in 1995. If both the current size limit and 
TAC are maintained, then a larger bycatch reduction would be required to achieve the 
target SPA by 2009. Although the bycatch reduction is the single most important factor 
in the achievement of the target SPA, research studies along this line are still on-going. 
At this stage then, we can only assume that the 50 percent (not more) target bycatch 
reduction can be implemented in 1995. Under this scenario, the choice facing 
management in order to achieve the target SPA by 2009 is either a reduction in TAC with 
the same size limit or an increase in size limit with the same TAC. From this standpoint, 
it can be asserted that an increase in size limit plays an extremely important role in at 
least maintaining the same TAC over the recovery period. 

A lower TAC means a reduction in commercial quota and recreational allocation and bag 
limit. It is highly probable that the commercial sector would suffer larger profit losses 
with lower quota and the same size limit than with higher size limit and the same quota. 
Under a higher size limit, the potential average revenue losses would be on the order 
of about 1 O to 25 cents a pound corresponding to the price differential between small 
and large snappers. On the other hand, a lower quota with the same size limit would 
translate to average revenue losses on the order of $1.75 to $3.00 (actually more than 
these due to inflexibility of demand) a pound corresponding to the price of red snapper 
prevailing in the market. Although costs also play a role here, it is safe to assert that 
cost reductions under a lower quota would not be enough to outweigh revenue losses. 
As argued earlier, an increase in size limit would be accompanied by some cost 
increase, however profit reduction would be effected more by revenue reduction than by 
cost increase. Given the foregoing the less costly approach at least over the period of 
recovery is an increase in size limit than a reduction in commercial quota. 

The long-run differential impact of an increase in size limit versus a reduction in bag limit 
on recreational anglers is not as determinate as that for the commercial sector. The 
situation is confounded by the lack of demand information for red snapper and the 
contrasting findings of demand estimates for other recreational fisheries in the Gulf. 
Green (1989) estimated the recreational demand in the red drum fishery and found 
statistically significant relationship between trips and catch rate per angler. A similar 
relationship was found by Milon (1989) for the king mackerel fishery. In contrast, Milon 
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(1993) found no such relationship existed when he re-estimated king mackerel 
recreational demand using more recent data. In all three studies, changes in size limits 
were not examined. Thus while Green and Milon (1989) would lead us to believe that 
changes in bag limit would affect consumer surplus, Milon (1993) would lead us to 
conclude that the relationship between changes in bag limit and consumer welfare would 
be essentially a random event. In reviewing Milan's 1993 study the SEP (1993) noted 
that although there may be no relationship between trips and catch per angler for those 
already in the fishery, increased participation in the mackerel fishery appeared to indicate 
that benefits in terms of an increase in the number of anglers were associated with 
increased abundance. If the SEP remark is carried over to the red snapper fishery, it 
could imply that changes in abundance as reflected through changes in bag limits or 
size limits would affect total benefits in terms of changes in participation in the 
recreational fishery. The immediate implication of this in relation to the issue at hand is 
whether changes in size limit affect the perception of potential red snapper anglers more 
than bag limit changes. In the most recent Council meetings (July 12-15, 1993), a party 
boat captain testified that given the choice between an increase in size limit and 
reduction in bag limit, the former is more favorable to the for-hire business. This could 
be interpreted to mean that the number of angler trips would be affected less by an 
increase in size limit than by a reduction in bag limits. In the light of Milan's 1993 study 
and the SEP's remark, such relationship would be more relevant in terms of increased 
participation than in terms of trips per angler. It can then be concluded that at least over 
the period of red snapper recovery, a size limit increase would result in greater net 
consumer welfare than a reduction in bag limit. 

Despite the qualitative nature of the foregoing discussion, it appears that short-run losses 
due to a size limit increase would be outweighed by long-term benefits. It may be noted, 
however, that long-term economic gains can only be maintained when effort in the 
fishery is effectively controlled. 

F. MUTTON SNAPPER SPAWNING AGGREGATIONS 

Alternatives Related to Riley's Hump 

Preferred Option : Close the region of Riley's Hump 1 to all fishing activity during 
the months of May and June. 

Rejected Option 1: Do not have a complete closure of Riley's Hump. Fishing for 
species other than mutton snapper would continue to be allowed during May and 
June. 

For purposes of this measure, Riley's Hump is defined as the area inside the following coordinates 
(see Figure 16): Point A (24° 32.2' N., 83° 8.7' W.), Point B (24° 32.2' N., 83° 5.2' W.), Point C (24° 
28.7' N., 83° 8.7' W.) and Point D (24° 28.7' N., 83° 5.2' W.). 

R-25 



Reiected Option 2: Status quo. 

There is a strong biological rationale for closing an area during spawning time, but from 
the standpoint of determining the economic effects of such a closure, the important 
biological information needed is the extent to which such closure contribute to the long
term status of the stock. This is the case since the measure currently considered is one 
of trading short-run losses from preventing the harvest of the mutton snapper resources 
with long-term gains from future increases in harvests. Presently such needed 
information does not exist. More importantly, however, is the absence of basic social 
and economic information about the subject fishery. In the absence of such information, 
only very general tendencies regarding the potential impacts of the closure may be 
enunciated. 

The commercial mutton snapper fishery is a relatively minor component of the reef 
fishery in the Gulf of Mexico. Total landings in 1991 amounted to about 340 thousand 
pounds valued at about $560 thousand. In 1991, mutton snapper comprised as much 
as 1 .6 percent in landings and ex-vessel values of total commercial landings and ex
vessel values of reef fish in the Gulf of Mexico. Additionally there is no observable wide 
fluctuations in landings since 1970 (Waters, 1992). Monroe County accounts for most 
of the annual landings of mutton snapper in the Gulf - about 90 percent in May and June 
and 64 percent in other months. On average, May-June landings account for 39 percent 
of total commercial landings of mutton snapper in the Gulf for the 1986-1991 period (see 
Figure 21 and Table 14). Although it is not precisely known how much of total 
commercial landings of mutton snapper are caught off Riley's Hump, it would appear 
that this area contributes a substantial amount. Its closure therefore, means a 
substantial reduction in landings and revenues to the commercial mutton snapper fishery 
in the closure months. If vessels continue to fish in the closed months but in other 
areas, their operating costs would tend to rise since they will have to fish more 
intensively or travel farther or in relatively unfamiliar areas to catch fish. Although there 
is a possibility of recouping the landings losses after the closure, fishing costs would 
tend to increase as it will be relatively difficult to catch fish and ex-vessel prices would 
not be as favorable. A loss in producer surplus is then bound to occur in the 
commercial fishery at least in the short run. It is not known how many commercial 
vessels would be affected by such closure. The basic difference in impacts between the 
Preferred Option and Rejected Option 1 is that in the former losses in producer surplus 
would include those of other (than mutton) fisheries in the area while in the latter losses 
are mostly confined to the mutton snapper fishery. 

The recreational mutton snapper fishery is a relatively minor component of the 
recreational fishery in the Gulf. Mutton snapper accounted for less than 1 percent (in 
number and biomass) of the various species caught by recreational anglers in the U.S. 
Gulf of Mexico (Goodyear, 1992). A very dramatic drop in recreational catch occurred 
between 1984 and 1985 when catches fell from about 368 thousand fish to 29 thousand 
fish. For the period 1987-1991, recreational catch of mutton snapper averaged about 
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65 thousand fish annually. Catches did not fluctuate sharply during this period (see 
Table 11 ). Catches in the Gulf are relatively higher in colder months (November through 
February). Catches in May and June averaged only about 10 percent of the year's 
catches of mutton snapper over the 1987-1991 period. If there are catches from Riley's 
Hump, closure of the area is expected to result in a relatively small adverse impact on 
the recreational sector in the short run. Such impacts would be in terms of reductions 
in consumer surplus to the anglers and in profitability to the charter boats. There are 
about 223 charter boats and 16 party boats in the Keys that would be potentially 
impacted by the measure (Holland and Milon, 1989). An unknown but very likely a good 
number of private boats would also be affected by the measure. As in the case with the 
commercial sector, the Preferred Option would have a bigger impact on the recreational 
sector than Rejected Option 1. 

The long-run impacts on producer and consumer surpluses depend on the effects of the 
closure on the mutton snapper stock particularly as they relate to future catches. If the 
closure (Preferred Option and Rejected Option 1) were effective in enhancing the mutton 
snapper stock or at least preventing its decline, the long-term effects would be positive 
for both commercial and recreational sectors. These positive effects would be 
particularly larger with the Preferred Option since (relative to Rejected Option 1) 
enforcement would be more effective and release mortality from catching mutton 
snapper during the closure would be minimized. Conversely, in this sense, maintaining 
the status quo would result in forgoing the benefits afforded by the closure. 

Alternatives Related to Seasonal Closures 

Preferred Option: Status quo. Do not have a closed season for mutton snapper, 
and do not change the minimum size limit or set a bag limit for mutton snapper, 
as an alternative to spawning closures. 

Rejected Option 1: Close the mutton snapper fishery to all fishing during the peak 
spawning season of May and June. 

Rejected Option 2: Restrict the commercial sector to the recreational bag limit of 
mutton snapper during May and June. (This option is identical to the SAFMC 
regulation). 

Rejected Option 3: Implement (Rejected) Option 1 or 2 but with a different 
season. 

The Preferred Option does not have any impacts on the resource users in the short 
run. Rejected Option 1 would have similar short-run effects as the preferred option with 
respect to closure of Riley's Hump, except for magnitude which would be less under this 
rejected option. On average, May and June accounted for as much as 39 percent of 
total mutton snapper landing, or approximately 123 thousand pounds. At the 1991 ex-

R-27 



vessel price for mutton snapper, approximately $203 thousand in revenues would be lost 
to the commercial sector as a result of closing these two months to mutton snapper 
fishing. It is not known how much of this loss will be recouped when the fishery re
opens in subsequent months. Rejected Option 2 would adversely affect the 
commercial sector as catch per vessel would be reduced, although a lesser amount than 
that from closing the fishery for these two months. The recreational bag limit may be 
even too low for commercial fishing to break even. This option, on the other hand, 
would be advantageous to the recreational sector due to reduced commercial catch of 
mutton snapper during the months of May and June. If recreational effort, which 
appears to be low in the Gulf during these two months, do not increase substantially, the 
increase in benefits to the recreational sector may not offset losses to the commercial 
sector, resulting in a net decrease in overall benefits in the short run. Rejected Option 
3 would have similar effects as Rejected Option 1 or Rejected Option 2, except for the 
size of effects. Closures (a la Rejected Option 1) in months other than May and June 
would have relatively less adverse effects on the commercial sector but more on the 
recreational sector if any months from November through February were chosen. 
Restricting catches to bag limits (a la Rejected Option 2) would also have less negative 
impacts on the commercial sector and none on the recreational sector. 

The long-run effects of these options depend heavily on the biological outcome of the 
closure scenarios relative to the overfishing condition for mutton snapper and the 
presence of other (than Riley's Hump) spawning aggregation sites. Closure under 
Rejected Option 1 may be beneficial if there are other (than Riley's Hump) spawning 
aggregation sites. In the absence of such sites the closures in addition to that in Riley's 
Hump may not afford significant additional protection for mutton snapper. In this sense, 
additional closures would only stretch out the short-run losses to both commercial and 
recreational sectors over a longer period. Closure under Rejected Option 3 would bring 
in more negative effects than Rejected Option 1. The short-run losses to the commercial 
sector under Rejected Option 2 would also be extended over a longer period especially 
that fishing outside of Riley's Hump continues during the spawning months. This 
particular option, however, would be very beneficial to the recreational sector although 
it is likely that such recreational benefits would not fully compensate for losses in the 
commercial sector of the fishery. 

Alternatives Related to Size and Bag Limits 

Preferred Option: Status quo - do not change the minimum size limit or set a 
species bag limit. 

Rejected Option 1: Increase the minimum size limit for mutton snapper from 12 
inches to 17 inches total length. 

Rejected Option 2: Increase the minimum size limit for mutton snapper from 12 
inches to 20 inches total length. 
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Rejected Option 3: Set a recreational daily bag limit of two ( or some other 
number) mutton snapper. 

The Preferred Option is the status quo and so would have no impacts on the resource 
users in the short run. An increase in size limits (Rejected Options 1 and 2) may be 
expected to reduce both commercial and recreational catches and corresponding 
surpluses in the short run. A low bag limit (Rejected Option 3) has the tendency to 
reduce total recreational consumer surplus, although much of the impact depends on 
how many mutton snapper are currently being caught by recreational anglers as part of 
their daily bag limits of ten for all snappers other than red, lane, and vermilion. On the 
other hand, such bag limit reduction could make more fish available to the commercial 
sector which could decrease this sector's fishing cost. 

The long-run impacts would depend on the kind of additional protection or stock 
enhancement that a higher size limit or lower bag limit for mutton snapper would effect 
over that afforded by closure of Riley's Hump. If closure of Riley's Hump is inadequate 
to protect the mutton snapper resource, a higher size limit may offer additional protection 
that could allow a sustained harvest of mutton snapper. In this sense, size limit 
increases would allow more benefits to be gained over the long-run, and if release 
mortality does not significantly increase Rejected Option 2 would provide more positive 
effects than Rejected Option 1. On the other hand, if Riley's Hump closure provides 
adequate protection to the resource, as argued in the SEIS/amendment document, size 
limit increases would also result in long-run losses to both the commercial and 
recreational sectors of the fishery. Reduction in recreational bag limit would likely extend 
the short-run positive effects on the commercial sector and negative effects on the 
recreational sector over a longer period. 

PRIVATE AND PUBLIC COSTS 

The preparation, implementation, enforcement and monitoring of this or any Federal 
action involves the expenditure of public and private resources which can be expressed 
as costs associated with the regulations. Costs associated with this specific action 
include: 

Council costs of document preparation, 
meetings, public hearings, and information 
dissemination ............................................................................................. . $ 25,000 

NM FS administrative costs of document 
preparation, meetings and review ...................................................................... $ 15,000 

Law enforcement costs................................................................................... $ 20,000 
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Public burden associated with permits ................................................................ $ None 

NMFS costs associated with permits ................................................................. $ None 

TOTAL....................................................................... $70,000 

The Council and Federal costs of document preparation are based on staff time, travel, 
printing and any other relevant items where funds were expended directly for this specific 
action. The cost of law enforcement stems principally from enforcing the special 
management zones. Some of the costs to enforce the proposed special management 
zones will be borne by state fishery enforcement agency. To some extent, law 
enforcement of other fishing rules is enhanced by the ban on traps and landing 
requirement on all reef fish or finfish. The public burden associated with the permitting 
requirement is not expected to increase. The NMFS cost of administering the permits 
may even be reduced, since verification of permit eligibility will be focused on a relatively 
few permit applicants. 

SUMMARY OF REGULATORY IMPACTS 

Table R-1 presents a summary description of all management measures considered in 
this plan amendment, and Table R-2 contains a summary of the impacts of all regulatory 
measures of this amendment. This summary deals primarily with the impacts of the 
preferred options in relation to those of the rejected options, particularly the status quo. 

Preferred Option 1 for regulating fish traps have been determined to entail direct and 
indirect costs mainly to those fishing in the Dry Tortugas areas. This option, however, 
can enhance the enforcement of fish trap rules. Depending on the magnitude of benefits 
from enforcement, the net effect of this option may range from positive to negative. 
Preferred Option 2 on fish traps which imposes a fish trap vessel moratorium and gear 
endorsement would not induce an increase in vessels fishing for traps and would include 
practically all current active participants in the trap fishery. In this sense, this option may 
be deemed to result in zero net effect in the short run. Over the long run, the effects of 
this option hinge primarily on the contribution of the moratorium to the design of post
moratorium management. Among all the options, preferred and rejected, for fish traps, 
the preferred options appear to be more beneficial, although this conclusion would be 
limited by the unknown impacts of maintaining the status quo. 

The Preferred Option for the proposed SMZ may effect a positive economic impact in 
the short run in terms of allowing continued fishing in the area by recreational fishermen 
and small commercial vessels, but its long-term effect appears to be minimal. The SMZ 
designation would alter the distribution of fishing benefits in the area in favor of the 
recreational sector and small commercial boats, but not to the extent of achieving an 
allocation prevailing before the re-opening of the 1992 commercial fishing season. 
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Although techniques exist to determine the resulting benefit from the proposed re
allocation, information is scant to measure such effect. However, mainly due to the 
possibility of profit losses to commercial vessels and the fact that generally the 
recreational season is longer, there is the potential for the net effect of this option to be 
negative in the long run. Among the rejected options, status quo appears to be slightly 
better than the Preferred Option over the long run. With respect to the options of 
whether or not to adopt a framework procedure to address SMZs, there appears to be 
no difference between the two options as regards economic impacts on fishery 
participants. 

Regarding landing requirements, both the commercial and recreational sectors would 
experience an increase in fishing cost under all options, except status quo. It has been 
determined, nonetheless, that the Preferred Option appears to result in net benefits, 
although the direction of impacts is mainly determined by the potential benefits from 
enhancing enforcement of several reef fish rules. Similar net benefits, but less in 
magnitude, would accrue under Rejected Option 1. Such benefits would be forgone 
under Rejected Option 2. 

The Preferred Option, i.e., status quo, on permit requirement does not have any impacts 
in the short run. Over the long run, some fishermen may drop from the fishery possibly 
due to hardship situations, but to the extent that such event leads to a more efficient 
industry, the Preferred Option may be deemed to generate positive effects. The 
opposite happens with the various rejected alternatives. 

The Preferred Option on size limits which imposes a gradual increase on minimum size 
limit over some period is bound to negatively impact both the commercial and 
recreational sectors in the short-run. The commercial sector is likely to experience more 
reduction in benefits than the recreational sector. The long-run effect of this option 
hinges crucially on the future status of red snapper particularly in relation to the timing 
and success of bycatch reduction techniques adopted. Given such scenario, the 
Preferred Option would create positive effects relative to the possible management 
options possible under the Rejected Option which is status quo. 

The Preferred Option regarding closure of Riley's Hump has negative net effects in the 
short run, since it would reduce the benefits of both the commercial and recreational 
sectors. To the extent that this measure provides adequate protection to the mutton 
snapper stock, the long-term effects of the Preferred Option would be positive. In this 
respect, this option may be deemed better than the any of the rejected options. 

The Preferred Option on seasonal closure of mutton snapper fishery is the status quo, 
and so does not have short-run impacts on resource users. Its long-run effects depend 
heavily on the outcome of closing Riley's Hump during spawning aggregation time. If 
this latter protection is adequate, maintaining the status quo on seasonal closure would 
have no effects on fishery participants. In this event, all the rejected options would result 
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in negative net effects. 

Maintaining the status quo (Preferred Option) on size and bag limits for mutton snapper 
has no short-run effects. Its long-run effects are potentially positive if Riley's Hump 
closure proves to be adequate in protecting the mutton snapper resource. In this sense, 
Rejected Options 1 and 2 would produce negative net effects. The effect of Rejected 
Option 3 depends on the magnitude of positive effects on the commercial sector and 
negative effects on the recreational sector. 

DETERMINATION OF A MAJOR RULE 

Pursuant to E.0. 12291, a regulation is considered a "major rule" if it is likely to result in: 
a) an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more; b) a major increase in costs 
or prices for consumers, individual industries, federal, state, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; or c) significant adverse effects on competition, 
employment, investment, productivity, innovation, or on the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign-based enterprises in domestic or export markets. 
The proposed measures by themselves whether taken individually or collectively are not 
expected to have a $100 million effect per year on the economy, considering that the 
commercial reef fish fishery as a whole had an ex-vessel value of only about $21.1 
million in 1991. Although one can factor in the effects on the recreational sector, all the 
proposed measures would not substantially change the surpluses or expenditures of this 
sector. None of the measures is expected to cause an increase in the price of red 
snapper or reef fish to consumers. Cost increases to the red snapper industry as a 
whole are not expected to be substantial although the special management zones and 
size limit may increase the operation cost of the commercial red snapper sector. Fish 
trap fishermen, particularly those fishing in the Dry Tortugas area, would shoulder a 
relatively small increase in cost (approximately $490 per vessel) due to the required 
change in the practice of fishing traps but not due to the moratorium on fish trap 
vessels. The federal government may incur some increase in the cost of enforcement 
due to the special management zones (about $20,000), although the major part of the 
total cost of enforcement would be borne by the state of Alabama. On the other hand, 
some enhancement in the enforcement of fishing rules may be brought about by the 
proposed fish trap restrictions. Competition and innovation are unlikely to be adversely 
impacted, except by the measures on special management zones since bigger 
commercial vessels would be rendered inefficient to fish in the designated areas. The 
measure that has the potential of affecting the relative competitive status of the 
commercial red snapper industry is the phased-in increase in size limit. When a 16 inch 
size limit is effected, the domestic commercial industry would lose lower market size 
category to foreign competition, but there is no strong reason to conclude that such a 
loss would be significant in amount. 

On balance, the proposed measures are deemed to not constitute a "major rule" under 
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any of the mentioned criteria. 

INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

The purpose of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) is to relieve small businesses, small 
organizations, and small governmental entities from burdensome regulations and record 
keeping requirements. The category of small entities likely to be affected by the 
proposed plan amendment is that of commercial and for-hire businesses currently 
engaged in the reef fish fishery. The impacts of the proposed action on these entities 
have been discussed above. The following discussion of impacts focuses specifically 
on the consequences of the proposed action on the mentioned business entities. An 
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) is conducted to primarily determine whether 
the proposed action would have a "significant economic impact on a substantial number 
of small entities." In addition to analyses conducted for the Regulatory Impact Review 
(RIR), the IRFA provides an estimate of the number of small businesses affected, a 
description of the small businesses affected, and a discussion of the nature and size of 
the impacts. 

Determination of Significant Economic Impact on a Substantial Number of Small Entities 

In general, a "substantial number" of small entities is more than 20 percent of those small 
entities engaged in the fishery (NMFS, 1992). In 1992, a total of 2,214 permits were 
issued to qualifying individuals and attached to vessels, and are deemed to comprise the 
reef fish fishery in the U.S. Gulf of Mexico. The Small Business Administration (SBA) 
defines a small business in the commercial fishing activity as a firm with receipts of up 
to $2.0 million annually. Practically all current participants of the reef fish fishery readily 
fall within such definition of small business. Since the proposed action will affect 
practically all the current participants, the "substantial number" criterion will be met. In 
particular, the change in landing requirements will affect all commercial and charter 
vessels. The red snapper size change will affect up to 819 permittees with landings of 
red snapper, about 840 charter and party boats, and about 44.6 thousand private 
anglers fishing for red snapper. The fish trap measures will affect at least 87 and 
potentially 259 permittees if they have constructed traps. 

Economic impacts on small business entities are considered to be "significant" if the 
proposed action would result in any of the following: a) reduction in annual gross 
revenues by more than 5 percent; b) increase in total costs of production by more than 
5 percent as a result of an increase in compliance costs; c) compliance costs as a 
percent of sales for small entities are at least 1 0 percent higher than compliance costs 
as a percent of sales for large entities; d) capital costs of compliance represent a 
significant portion of capital available to small entities, considering internal cash flow and 
external financing capabilities; or e) as a rule of thumb, 2 percent of small business 
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entities being forced to cease business operations (NMFS, 1992). 

All proposed measures, with the exception of landing and permit requirements, have 
implications on the gross revenues of small entities. The requirement to tend traps in 
the sense of bringing traps back ashore after each fishing trip would reduce the catch 
and revenues of about 7 vessels fishing in the Dry Tortugas area. This revenue 
reduction, however, may be considered small and possibly less than 5 percent of these 
vessels' gross revenues. Most of what would be lost by subject fishermen are those 
connected with activities on land which they could be performing if the present practice 
of leaving traps at sea for some longer period of time were to continue. The trap 
endorsement and moratorium would not likely effect a reduction in gross revenues since 
most of those actively engaged in the fish trap fishery would be granted the trap 
endorsement. Charter and party boats would not be affected by the proposed 
restrictions on fish traps. The special management zones would force large vessels that 
would be adversely impacted by the gear restriction in these areas to fish further 
offshore and thus to incur higher operating costs. Although it is very unlikely that they 
would suffer significant loss in revenues, the size of the management areas would 
appear to indicate that in the long-run some unknown but potentially substantial amount 
of revenues may be forgone by restricting these vessels to fish inefficiently in the SMZ. 
Charter boats fishing in the designated management zones would continue to generate 
either the same or higher level of revenues as the one they generated before the fishing 
problem in the area magnified when the commercial fishing season was re-opened under 
a 1,000 pound trip limit. The higher revenues could come from increased customer trips 
as a result of higher fishing success when large commercial fishing vessels are rendered 
inefficient to fish in the area. The size limit increase would eventually result in a loss to 
the commercial sector of the 1 to 2 pound market for red snapper and corresponding 
loss in gross revenues from this size category. When the first of three increases 
becomes effective in 1994, this market would still be open to fishermen since a 14-inch 
size would still be in the 1-2 pound category. Revenues lost to these fishermen would 
likely be minimal at this stage. The direction of change in revenues to commercial red 
snapper vessels when the 16-inch size limit becomes effective cannot be ascertained. 
If the size limit increase results in more larger sized fish becoming available, especially 
those fish in the 2-4 pound category, there is a likely event that revenues to commercial 
vessels would decrease since smaller size fish would command relatively higher prices. 
For-hire vessels in Texas would possibly experience some reduction in gross receipts 
from fishing customers, although it has been argued earlier that the size limit is not as 
binding a constraint as the bag limit. If losses do occur as a result of higher size limits, 
it is likely that they would be relatively minimal. Closure of Riley's Hump to all fishing in 
May and June would reduce the gross revenues of commercial vessels fishing in the 
area. In the absence of catch information and the number of commercial vessels fishing 
in this area, it is not possible to determine the relative magnitude of impacts on 
commercial vessel revenues from closing Riley's Hump in May and June. There are 
approximately 223 charter boats and 16 party boats that would potentially experience 
reduced fishing trips and revenues as a result of closing Riley's Hump to all fishing 
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activity. Again the extent of such reduction is not known. From what can be known, 
therefore, about the impacts of the proposed measures, it can be concluded that such 
measures would not reduce the gross revenues to commercial and for-hire vessels by 
more than 5 percent. 

Production costs are bound to increase as a result of the proposed measures, but none 
of these can be can be quantified. Tending traps port would require additional labor 
costs or at least increase the opportunity cost of performing other tasks be they in terms 
of fishing for other species or economic activities on land. The gear restriction in 
designated management zones would compel larger vessels to fish elsewhere and thus 
to incur additional costs. The landing requirements, permit requirements, and minimum 
size limits are not expected to induce additional production costs. Closure of Riley's 
Hump could force commercial and charter vessels to fish farther offshore or in unfamiliar 
areas and thus to incur additional costs. Although all these increases in costs cannot 
be quantified, it is likely that they would not exceed 5 percent. 

The proposed measures do not have disproportionate effects on small versus large 
business entities simply because all entities affected by the regulations are determined 
to be small. It may only be noted that the fish trap restrictions and gear restriction in 
designated special management zones would impact more the larger commercial vessels 
than the smaller ones. 

Only the fish trap restrictions are known to entail additional capital costs. Each of the 
known 7 vessels fishing traps in the Dry Tortugas would have to incur additional costs 
of approximately $490 in order to place a buoy on each end of a trawl of traps. The 
additional cost due to replacement of traps that may be lost at sea cannot be quantified. 
Other measures would not require additional capital costs for compliance purposes. 

None of the proposed measures is expected to force any businesses to cease 
operation. The fish trap restriction, including the moratorium and gear endorsement, 
would allow practically all active participants in the fish trap fishery. Only those who are 
contemplating of entering or re-entering the fish trap fishery in the Gulf would be 
excluded from the fishery. Although the establishment of special management zones 
would render inefficient larger commercial vessels, these vessels can still continue to 
operate in other areas or in the designated management zones on a limited basis. The 
landing requirement, permit requirement, and minimum size limits do not exclude 
fishermen from the fishery or reduce their operating revenues substantially. The closure 
of Riley's Hump can result in substantial loss in operating revenues to commercial 
vessels or charter vessels. However, since the closure lasts only two months, this 
measure is unlikely to force any commercial or charter operations to cease operation. 

The foregoing analysis shows that more than 20 percent of the small businesses 
associated with the fishery will be affected by the proposed management measures. 
Although the proposed measures considered individually would not meet the criteria for 
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effecting a significant economic impact on the identified small business entities, taken 
collectively they would impose significant economic impacts on such entities. Since the 
analysis concludes that there is an overall impact on a substantial number of small 
business entities, an IRFA has been prepared. The following comprise the remaining 
portions of the IRFA. 

Explanation of Why the Action is Being Considered 

Refer to the section on Problems and Issues in the RIR and to Section 2 of the 
SEIS/amendment document. 

Objectives and Legal Basis for the Rule 

Refer to the section on Objectives in the RIR and to Section 3.2 of the SEIS/amendment 
document. The Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 provides 
the legal basis for the rule. 

Demographic Analysis 

Refer to the section on Section 3 of the SEIS/amendment document and to the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico United States Waters, 
as amended. 

Cost Analysis 

Refer to the section on Private and Public Costs and Summary of Regulatory Impacts 
in the RIR. 

Competitive Effects Analysis 

The industry is composed practically of small businesses. The impacts of the measures 
considered under this amendment are deemed not to involve disproportional small 
versus large business effects. 

Identification of Overlapping Regulations 

The proposed action does not create overlapping regulations with any state regulations 
or other federal laws. 

Conclusion 

The foregoing information and pertinent portions of the RIR are deemed to satisfy the 
analysis required under the RFA. 
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Table R-1 

Summary Description of All Management Measures 

Management 
Measures 

Description 

A. Fish Trap Restrictions 

Prefe"ed Option 1 Traps must be tended at sea when vessel is fishing, returned to shore at 
end of fishing trip; pop-up magnesium devices are prohibited 

Prefe"ed Option 2 Moratorium of vessels fishing fish traps; fish trap endorsement 

Rejected Option 1 Status quo 

Rejected Option 2 Four suboptions requiring larger mesh in traps 

Rejected Option 3 Move stressed area further offshore 

Rejected Option 4 Limit the number of vessels that can fish traps 

Rejected Option 5 Limit the number of traps per vessel 

Rejected Option 6 Prohibit the use of traps in the Gulf EEZ 

8. Special Management Zones 

8.1. Alabama Management Zone 

Prefe"ed Option Require the use of gear with no more than 3 hooks when fishing in three 
tracts designated as SMZ 

Rejected Option 1 Three suboptions, including status quo, requiring the use of gear with no 
more than 3 hooks when fishing in any one or more of the three tracts 
designated as SMZ 

Rejected Option 2 Allow only hand-held rod and reel in SMZ and other prohibited gear aboar 
a vessel must be stored or not rigged for fishing, or vessels with prohibited 
gear must transit the area without stopping to fish 

8.2. Framework Procedure 

Prefe"ed Option Adopt framework measure when considering SMZ 

Rejected Option Status quo: consider SMZ under plan amendment 

c. Landing Requirements 

Prefe"ed Option Require all finfish, excluding oceanic migratory pelagic species, be landed 
with heads and fins intact 

Rejected Option 1 Require all reef fish be landed with heads and fins intact 

Rejected Option 2 Status quo 

R-38 



D. Permit Requirements 

Prefe"ed Option Status quo 

Rejected Option 1 Income requirement for permit eligibility must be based on records from 
one of the three previous calendar years 

Rejected Option 2 Disregard income earned in 1992 in meeting current requirement for 
renewal of permit 

E. Red Snapper Minimum Size Limit 

Prefe"ed Option Raise red snapper minimum size limit to 14 inches in 1994, 15 inches in 
1996, and 16 inches in 1998 

Rejected Option Status quo 

F. Mutton Snapper 

Alternatives Related to Riley's Hump 

Prefe"ed Option May-June closure of the region of Riley's Hump to all fishing activity 

Rejected Option 1 May-June closure of the region of Riley's Hump to mutton snapper fishing 
only 

Rejeced Option 2 Status quo 

Alternatives Related to Seasonal Closure 

Preferred Option Status quo 

Rejected Option 1 May-June closure to all mutton snapper fishing 

Rejected Option 2 Restrict commercial sector to recreational bag limit for mutton snapper in 
May and June 

Rejected Option 3 Adopt either Rejected Option 1 or 2, but with different period 

Alternatives Related to Size and Bag Limits 

Prefe"ed Option Status quo 

Rejected Option 1 Increase minimum size limit for mutton snapper to 17 inches 

Rejected Option 2 Increase minimum size limit for to 20 inches 

Rejected Option 3 Set a recreational bag limit or 2 (or some other number) mutton snapper 

R-39 



Table R-2 

Summary of Impacts of All Management Measures 

Management 
Measures 

Regulatory Impacts 

Commercial Recreational Net Effects 

A. Fish Trap Restrictions 

PreferredOption 1 
Short-run and 
Long-run 

Raises cost of fishing by 
about $490 per vessel with 
possible revenue loss 

None Negative or 
positive, depending 
on magnitude of 
benefits from 
enhanced 
enforcement 

PreferredOption 2 
Short-run 

Long-run 

Gives endorsement 
recipients protection from 
prospective rivals 

None directly being a 
temporary measure; indirect 
effects depend on post-
moratorium management 

None 

None 

Zero 

Positive, zero, or 
negative depending 
on the effectiveness 
of designing post-
moratorium 
management 

Rejected Option 1 
Short-run 

Long-run 

None 

Unknown 

None 

None 

Zero 

Unknown 

Rejected Option 2 
Short-run 

Long-run 

Reduces profit by reducing 
revenue and raising total 
cost 

Same as short-run 

None 

None 

Potentially negative 

Potentially negative 

Rejected Option 3 
Short-run 

Long-run 

Reduces profit; potential 
conflict with longliners 

Same as short-run 

None 

None 

Negative 

Negative 
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Rejected Option 4 
Short-run 

Long-run 

May result in more traps 
being fished 

Protects permit holders 
from prospective rivals 

None 

None 

Negative 

Potentially negative 

Rejected Option 5 
Short-run 

Long-run 

Reduces revenue and makes 
inefficient many vessels 
fishing 100 traps; loses trap 
value of about $232,800 

Same as short-run 

None 

None, but may 
increase the benefits of 
tropical fish collectors 

Negative 

Negative 

Rejected Option 6 
Short-run 

Long-run 

Reduces revenue of about 
$25 million; loses trap value 
of about $465,600 

Same as short-run 

None 

None, but may 
increase the benefits of 
tropical fish collectors 

Negative 

Negative 

B. Special Management Zones 

B.1. Alabama Management Zone 

Preferred Option 
Short-run 

Long-run 

Renders large vessels 
inefficient to fish in the 
SMZ; raises cost of fishing 
to large vessels 

Reduces net profitability of 
commercial vessels more 
than gains to recreational 
sector 

Raises benefits of 
anglers and 
profitability of charter 
vessels fishing in the 
SMZ 

Same as short-run 

Slightly positive 

Potentially negative 

Rejected Option I 
Short-run and 
Long-run 

Similar effects as those of 
the Preferred Option, but 
less in magnitude; status 
quo sub-option has no 
effects 

Similar effects as those 
of the Preferred 
Option, but less in 
magnitude; status quo 
sub-option has no 
effects 

Zero to slightly 
positive 
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Rejected Option 2 
Short-run and Similar effects as those of Similar effects as those Slightly negative to 
Long-run the Preferred Option, but of the Preferred zero 

larger cost effects on large Option or Rejected 
vessels Option 1 

B.2. Framework Procedure 

PreferredOption 
Short-run and None None Zero
Long-run 

Rejected Option 
Short-run and None None Zero
Long-run 

C. Landing Requirements 

PreferredOption 
Short-run and Increases costs particularly Increases fishing cost Potentially positive 
Long-run in relation to storing depending on the 

unregulated species magnitude of 
benefits from 
enhancing 
enforcement 

Rejected Option I 
Short-run and Similar effects as the Similar effects as the Potentially positive, 
Long-run preferred option, but less in preferred option, but but less in 

magnitude less in magnitude magnitude than the 
Preferred Option 

Rejected Option 2 
Short-run and None None Potentially negative 
Long-run due to less effective 

enforcement 

D. Permit Requirements 

PreferredOption 
Short-run None None Zero

Long-run Some fishermen may lose None Potentially positive 
permit on hardship basis if those remaining 
but could increase efficiency are more efficient 

operations 
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Rejected Option 1 
Short-run 

Long-run 

May increase the number of 
permittees 

Allows those on hardship 
cases to continue to be 
permitted, but may decrease 
efficiency 

None 

None 

Potentially negative 
if industry 
efficiency decreases 

Same as short-run 
effects 

Rejected Option 2 
Short-run and 
Long-run 

Similar effects as those of 
Rejected Option 1, but the 
hardship cases relate more 
to those fishing red snapper 

None Potentially negative 
if industry 
efficiency decreases 

E. Red Snapper Minimum Size Limit 

PreferredOption 
Short-run Reduces profit Minimal reduction in 

benefits 
Negative 

Long-run Less costly than potential 
quota reduction 

Less reduction in 
benefits when 
reduction in bag limit 
is an alternative 

Potentially positive 

Rejected Option 
Short-run None None Zero 

Long-run More reduction in profits 
when quota reduction is an 
alternative 

More reduction in 
benefits when 
reduction in bag limit 
is an alternative 

Potentially negative 

F. Mutton Snapper 

Alternatives Related to Riley's Hump 

PreferredOption 
Short-run Reduces profits Reduces revenues of 

charter vessels; raises 
their costs when 
compelled to fish 
elsewhere 

Negative 

Long-run Potential benefits larger 
than short-run losses 

Effects on charter 
vessels may be the 
same as those in the 
short-run; potential 
benefits to private 
anglers fishing in other 
areas 

Potentially positive 
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Rejected Option 1 
Short-run and 
Long-run 

Similar effects as those of 
the Preferred Option, but 
less in magnitude 

Similar effects as those 
of the Preferred 
Option, but less in 
magnitude 

Similar effects as 
those of the 
Preferred Option, 
but less in 
magnitude 

Rejected Option 2 
Short-run 

Long-run 

None 

Potential benefit loss if 
mutton snapper become 
overfished 

None 

Potential loss in 
benefits if mutton 
snapper become 
overfished 

Zero 

Potentially negative 

Alternatives Related to Seasonal Closure 

PreferredOption 
Short-run 

Long-run 

None 

Prevents profit loss if 
mutton snapper is 
adequately protected by 
closure of Riley's Hump 

None 

Prevents profit loss if 
mutton snapper is 
adequately protected 
by closure of Riley's 
Hump 

Zero 

Potentially negative 

Rejected Option 1 
Short-run 

Long-run 

Loses profit from revenue 
loss of about $203 thousand 
although some portion may 
be recovered when the 
fishery re-opens and from 
cost increase 

Likely to be similar to 
short-run effects 

Charter vessels lose 
profit and anglers 
would forego consumer 
surplus 

Likely to be similar to 
short-run effects 

Negative 

Potentially negative 

Rejected Option 2 
Short-run and 
Long-run 

Similar effects as those of 
the Preferred Option, but 
less in magnitude 

Increase in benefits to 
charter vessels and 
anglers by providing 
relatively higher fishing 
success 

Negative 
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Rejected Option 3 
Shon-nm and 
Long-run 

Similar effects as Rejected 
Option 1 or 2, but less in 
magnitude 

Similar effects as 
Rejected Option 1, but 
larger in magnitude if 
closure occurs in any 
two months between 
November and 
February; similar in 
effects but lesser in 
magnitude if this 
option is designed after 
Rejected Option 2 

Negative 

Alternatives Related to Size and Bag Limits 

Preferred Option 
Shon-run 

Long-run 

None 

Prevents profit loss if 
mutton snapper is 
adequately protected by 
closure of Riley's Hump 

None 

Prevents profit loss to 
charter boats and 
benefits to anglers if 
mutton snapper is 
adequately protected 
by closure of Riley's 
Hump 

Zero 

Potentially positive 

Rejected Option 1 
Shon-run 

Long-run 

Reduces short-run revenues 
and raises costs 

Same as short-run effects 

May reduce benefits 

Same as short-run 
effects 

Negative 

Negative 

Rejected Option 2 
Shon-run and 
Long-run 

Similar effects as Rejected 
Option 1, but could be 
larger in magnitude 

Similar effects as 
Rejected Option 1, but 
could be larger in 
magnitude 

Negative 

Rejected Option 3 
Shon-run and 
Long-run 

Possibly increase profits 
with more available fish 
from restricting further the 
recreational sector 

Reduces total 
consumer surplus to 
the entire recreational 
sector 

Positive, zero, or 
negative depending 
on magnitude of 
effects on the 
commercial and 
recreational sectors 

h:\a\reef\amd5d.rir 
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TYPE OF STATEMENT: 

() DRAFT (X)FINAL 

ABSTRACT: 

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) examines the impact of the fishery _on the 
environment and the impact of the preferred and alternate management options of Amendment 5 to the Reef 
Fish Fishery Management Plan (Amendment 5). The amendment, in response to problems in the fishery, 
proposes the following actions: 

o Revising current rules regulating the use of fish traps In the fishery by requiring that traps carried 
to sea be returned to shore after each trip, requiring that each trap or trawl of traps individually 
buoyed, and establishing a moratorium on issuance of additional fish trap permits; 

o Establishing special management zones (SMZs) off Alabama that encompass large areas where 
more than 5,000 artificial reefs have been constructed and where gear used for fishing for reef 
fish would be limited to no more than three hooks per line; 

o Including In the fishery management plan 'framework procedure for establishing SMZs in other 
areas by regulatory amendment, provided such SMZs meet certain ecological, environmental, 
and socioeconomic criteria; 

o Requiring that all finflsh, except oceanic migratory species managed by NMFS, be landed with 
heads and fins intact to facilitate identification and compliance with size limits and quotas; 



o Considering changes to vessel permitting requirements; 

o Increasing the minimum size limit for red snapper from 13 inches (TL) to 16 inches (TL) over a 
seven-year period; and 

o Prohibiting all fishing In an area offsouthwest Florida where mutton snapper aggregate to spawn 
during the peak spawning months of May and June. 

The fishery resources and long-term productivity of stocks has been adversely Impacted by the open access 
nature of the fishery and Inadequate Initial regulation resulting In some stocks being overfished. Remedial 
actions to address these conditions are described. Proposed actions of Amendment 5 are generally 
beneficial to the stocks and long-term productivity. The fishery has provided significant benefits in terms 
of Income and employment to participants. However, overcapitalizatlon under open access and overfishing 
of the red snapper stock has reduced net Income per fishermen in the commercial fishery. Overall, the 
proposed actions of Amendment 5 are anticipated to have little effect on participants. The fishery and 
proposed actions of Amendment 5 have little to no effect on the physical environment. Artificial reefs 
constructed from reef fish have altered a small portion of the physical environment and ocean habitats with 
no apparent detrimental effect, and with an anticipated beneficial effect on the stocks through conservative 
harvest practices applied to the reefs. Coastal habitats, flood plains and wetlands are not affected. The 
proposed amendment and the fishery have no anticipated effect on endangered and threatened species or 
marine mammals. 

COMMENTS: 

Comments were received on the draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and the draft amendment at eight 
public hearings, and from the public, associations, and agencies by letter. These comments are included 
in Appendices B and C. Responses to the comments are Included In Appendix A. 

NOAA subsequently ruled under NOAA Administrative Order 216-6 (sec. 6.02b.1) that the draft EA finding 
of no significant Impact (FONSI) was Inadequate and preparation of a SEIS was required. Written comments 
on the SEIS were received through June 28, 1993, and are Included in Appendix F. Response to these 
comments are included in Appendix G. 
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Abbreviations Used In This Document 
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BRO Bycatch Reduction Device 

COE Corps of Engineers 
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CPUE Catch Per Unit Effort 
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NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
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NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
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SAFMC South Adantlc Fishery Management Council 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of this Document 

NMFS had indicated to the Regional Fishery Management Councils that the EA or SEIS for subsequent 
amendments to FMPs should evaluate the environmental effects of the fishery, including effects on 
threatened and endangered species, marine mammals and other fishery resources. This directive is based 
on an internal NOAA legal opinion. This document evaluates those effects. 

NOAA, In reviewing the EA prepared for draft Amendment 5 to the Reef Fish FMP ruled that preparation of 
a SEIS was required, especially to examine effects of the special management zones (SMZs) proposed off 
Alabama. This document evaluates the effects of all proposed and alternative actions of Amendment 5. 

This document contains both the final Amendment 5/RIR and final SEIS. 

1.1.1 ManagementBackground 

The following discussion of management actions Is provided as background for sections on evaluation 
of the fishery and the alternatives of Amendment 5. 

The Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan was submitted for approval by NMFS in November 1981 and 
implemented by NMFS In November 1984. The implementing regulation, included: (1) prohibitions on 
the use of fish traps, roller trawls, and powerhead-equlpped spear guns within an inshore stressed area; 
(2) a minimum size limit of 13 Inches total length for red snapper with the exception that for-hire boats 
were exempted untU 1987 and each angler could keep five underslze fish; and, (3) data reporting 
requirements. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has collected annual commercial landings data since the 
early 1950s, recreational harvest data since 1979, and in 1984 Initiated a dockside interview program to 
collect more detailed data on commercial harvest. Consequently, just recently has quantitative 
assessment of the population levels of major reef fish species been possible. The first red snapper 
assessment In 1988 indicated that red snapper was significantly overfished and that reductions in fishing 
mortality rates of as much as 60 to 70 percent werenecessary to rebuild red snapper to a recommended 
20 percent spawning potential ratio (SPA). The 1988 assessment also Identified shrimp trawl bycatch as 
a significant source of mortality. 

The Council, through Amendment 1 to the Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan, implemented in 1990 a 
5 fish recreational bag limit and a 11.0 mUllon pound commercial quota for groupers that together were 
to reduce fishing mortality by about 10 percent and begin rebuilding the population. The commercial 
quota was subdivided Into a 9.2 mUllon pound shallow-water quota and a 1.8 million pound deep-water 
quota. The commercial quota and recreational bag limit for red snapper was set at 3.1 million pounds 
and 7flsh, respectively, which represented a 20 percent reduction in the average landings for 1985-1987. 
The amendment also Implemented a framework procedure to specify total allowable catch (TAC) and 
allow for annual management changes In the reef fish fishery. The amendment defined overfishing as 
a level of fishing that reduces the spawning potential ratio (SPR) below 20 percent. The framework 
procedure specified Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) and TAC must be set to achieve a SPR of 20 
percent by the year 2000 for an overfished stock. 

Amendment 2, implemented in 1990, prohibited the harvest of Jewf1Sh to provide complete protection for 
the species in federal waters because the population abundance throughout Its range is greatly 
depressed. This amendment rule was lnltlally Implemented by emergency rule. 
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At the direction of the CouncU, the Reef Fish Scientific Assessment Panel (RFSAP) met in March 1990, 
and reviewed the 1990 NMFS Red Snapper Stock Assessment. The recommendation of the panel (Muller 
et al, 1990) at that time was to close the directed fishery because the ABC was being harvested as 
bycatch of the shrimp trawl fishery. No viable alternatives were identified that would achieve the 20 
percent SPA goal by the year 2000 without closure of the directed fishery and a significant reduction in 
trawl bycatch (I.e.,75 percent). However, no means existed under the provisions of the Shrimp FMP or 
through available gear technology for reducing trawl bycatch. 

NOAA general counsel subsequently ruled that the shrimp fishery trawl bycatch could be regulated 
through the Reef Fish FMP since red snapper were being impacted. The RFSAP was reconvened in June 
1990. They developed six management scenarios combining measures for reduced allocations to the 
directed fishery (Including zero), shrimp fishery closures and trawl bycatch reductions (GMFMC June 
1990). None of these alternatives achieved a 20 percent SPR by year 2000. In July 1990, the Council 
considered these scenarios plus 67 others prepared by staff. The Council selected as Its preferred option 
a 1.0 million pound commercial quota and recreational bag limit of 2 red snapper, with a shrimp fishery 
closure from May 1 through July 31 and with additional reductions In bycatch beginning in 1993. The 
Council also Instructed staff to begin drafting an amendment to the Shrimp FMP that would generically 
address trawl bycatch reduction of flnflsh, with emphasis on certain species. The draft regulatory 
amendment (GMFMC August 1990) containing the preferred option was presented at 12 public hearings 
attended by 4,500 persons, primarily shrimp fishermen. 

In September 1990, the Council concluded(basedon scientific advice) that red snapper could not be 
' restored in less than the biological generation time for the species and directed staff to prepare a plan 

amendment (3) to extend the target date for stock restoration for various alternative dates not to exceed 
1.5 times the generation time (I.e.,to year 2011). They also concluded that the proposed shrimp closure 
(May 1 through July 31) would create serious economic disruption for the shrimp fishery. The Council, 
therefore, submitted a regulatory amendment to establish a red snapper commercial quota at 2.5 million 
pounds and a recreational bag limit of 6 fish as TAC for 1991 (GMFMC October 1990). The regulatory 
amendment also proposed trawl bycatch mortality of red snapper be reduced by 50 percent beginning 
in 1993. On November 1, 1990, the RO notified the Council that the regulatory amendment was being 
held In abeyance, partially because the reauthorization of the Magnuson Act prevents the Secretary of 
Commerce from implementing rules affecting trawl bycatch until 1994. 

Y

In November 1990, the Councl reconsideredTAC and respecified It by revised regulatory amendment 
as a commercial quota of 2.0 mHllon pounds and a bag limit of 2 red snapper with proposed reduction 
in bycatch of 50 percent to begin In 1994 (GMFMC November 1990). The CouncH also requested that 
a new target date of the year 2007 be Implemented by emergency rule. 

In January 1991, the.RD requestedthe Council reconsider the TAC, address new stock information and 
adjust the recreational/commercial allocation ratio which was not in conformance with Amendment 1. 
The Council deferred the action untU March 1991, to allow the public to review the new information. The 
fishery opened inJanuary under the existing rule of Amendment 1 for quota (3.1 million pounds) and bag 
limit (7 fish). 

The regulatory changes to sat and Implement the 1991 TAC under the Amendment 1 framework 
procedure were proposed In a March 1991, Regulatory Amendment, Implemented In July 1991 (GMFMC 
March 1991). The 1991 RegulatoryAmendment set a red snapper TAC of 4.0 million pounds to be 
allocated with a commercial quota of 2.04 mUllon pounds and a 7 fish recreational daily bag limit (1.96 
million pounds). It also contained a proposal by the Council to effect a 50 percent reduction of red 
snapper bycatch In 1994 by the offshore EEZ shrimp trawler fleet, to occur though the mandatory use 
of finfish excluder devices on shrimp trawls, reductions in fishing effort, area or season closures of the 
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shrimp fishery, or a combination of these actions. This combination of measures was projected to 
achieve a 20 percent SPA by the year 2007. 

Amendment 3, Implemented In July 1991, provided additional flexibility In the annual framework procedure 
by allowing the target date for rebuUdlng an overfished stock to be changed depending on changes In 
scientific advice. The amendment also transferred speckled hind from the shallow-water grouper quota 
category to the deep-water grouper quota category and established a new red snapper target year of 
2007 for achieving the 20 percent spawning potential goal established In Amendment 1. 

In July 1991, the Council submitted a regulatory amendment to Increase the 1991 commercial quota for 
shallow-water grouper by 700,000 pounds that werenot taken under the 1990 quota (fishery was closed 
prematurely basedon projected landings). This rule was Implemented In November 1991 (GMFMC July 
1991). In September 1991, the CouncU reviewed the stock assessment for red grouper (Goodyear and 
Schirrlpa, 1991), the RFSAP report (Muller et al 1991) and proposed by regulatory amendment an 
Increase in the shallow-water grouper quota of 1.6 million pounds (GMFMC November 1991). This rule 
was implemented in May 1992. 

In 1992, a relatively strong year class (1989) entered the fishery and, combined with an increase In effort, 
resulted in high catches of red snapper and harvest of the commercial quota (2.04 million pounds) in just 
53 days. To relieve the socioeconomic hardships associated with the 1992 derby season (i.e., a ten
month closure), the Council requested an emergency reopening of the commercial red snapper fishery 
under a 1,000-pound trip limit untH May 14, 1992, when It would reconvene and reconsider the situation. 
The Southeast Fisheries Science Center estimated that up to 1.39 million pounds could be caught under 
the 1,000-pound trip limit without affecting the rebuilding schedule. The Secretary of Commerce 
reopened the fishery from April 3, 1992, to May 14, 1992; this resulted in an additional commercial catch 
of approximately 600,000 pounds of red snapper. 

Amendment 4, implemented In May 1992, changed the time of year that TAC is specified, included 
additional species in the management units, and established a three-year moratorium on the issuance 
of additional commercial vessel permits. 

In August 1992, the Council received an updated red snapper stock assessment from NMFS (Goodyear 
1992). At the direction of the CouncU, the Reef Fish Stock Assessment Panel and the Socioeconomic 
Panel met in August to review the stock assessment and issue recommendations for a 1993 TAC and 
measures for implementation. The Standing and Special Reef Fish Scientific and Statistical Committees 
and the Reef Fish Advisory Panel met In September to review the stock assessment and reports from the 
two previous panels, and the CouncU reviewed the reports and recommendations of all of the groups at 
its meeting in September 1992. The regulatory amendment submitted to NMFS includes the Council's 
proposed red snapper TAC of 6.0 million pounds for 1993 (GMFMC October 1992). 

The CouncU also requested NMFS Implement by emergency rule trip limits for commercial vessels fishing 
for red snapper to extendthe 1993 harvest over a longer period than occurred in 1992. Draft 
Amendment 6 wasprepared to extendthat rule beyond the termination date of the emergency rule. 

In November 1992, NMFS requested the CouncU readdress the provisions of Its proposed emergency 
rule by submitting an alternative or additionalsupporting rationale for the original proposal. The Council 
complied and resubmitted the request that red snapper commercial vessel trip limits be implemented by 
emergency rule. The emergency rule was approved late In December, 1992. 
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1.1.2 Previous DecisionEnvironmental Documents 

A draft EIS was prepared as part of the draft FMP priorto public hearings held In 1979. That document 
was revised for public hearings held In 1980 on a revised draft FMP. A final EIS was Included as part 
of the plan submitted for lmplementatlon in 1981. The EIS/FMP described the fishery including user 
groups, vessels and gear, habitats, economic characteristics, social and community structure, biological 
characteristics of the stocks, and effects of proposed and alternate management measures. 

Subsequent to Implementation of the FMP In November, 1984, the Council has prepared the following 
documents which combined the plan amendment, EA, regulatory Impact review (AIR), and Initial 
regulatory flexibility analysis (IRFA)Into single Integrated documents: 

o Amendment 1/EA/RIR/IRFA (August 1989) - evaluated the effects of TACs (including quotas, bag 
and size limits) set for red snapper, groupers (shallow and deep water groups) and amberjack and 
of size and bag limits set for other species. 

o Amendment 2/EA/RIR/IRFA (February 1990) - described the fishery for jewflsh and evaluated the 
effects of a prohibition on harvest of jewflsh. 

o Amendment 3/EA/RIR/IRFA (February 1991) - evaluated the effects of changes to the stock 
restoration schedules and reclassifying a species as deep-water grouper. 

o Amendment 4/EA/RIR/IRFA (October 1991) - evaluated the effects of technical changes to TAC 
framework procedure, reclassifying a species as deep-water grouper, and establishing a three-year 
moratorium on issuance of reef fish commercial vessel permits . ,';: 

.;.,;-

o Draft Amendment 5/EA/RIR/IRFA (September 1992) - evaluated Amendment 5 effects discussed In 
this SEIS. 

o Amendment 6/EA/RIR/IRFA (January 1993) - evaluated extension of red snapper commercial vessel 
trip limits during 1993 and 1994, and a proposed closure of the commercial red snapper fishery In 
June through August or September. 

In addition, an EA/RIR/IRFA was prepared for the following regulatory amendments prepared for 
Implementation under the FMP framework procedure for setting TAC: 

o Draft Regulatory Amendment (August 1990) - evaluated the effects of seasonal closures of the shrimp 
fishery and various levels of TAC for red snapper In restoration of the red snapper stock. 

o Draft Regulatory Amendment (October 1990) - evaluated the effect of a red snapper TAC with 2.5 
million pound commercial quota and bag limit of 6 fish. 

o Draft Regulatory Amendment (November 1990) - evaluated the effect of a red snapper TAC with 2.0 
million pound commercial quota and bag limit of 2 fish. 

o Regulatory Amendment (March 1991) - evaluated the effect of a red snapper TAC of 4.0 million 
pounds. 

o Regulatory Amendment (September1991) - evaluated the effect of Increasing the shallow-water 
grouper quota by 1.6 million pounds. 

o Regulatory Amendment (October 1992) - evaluated the effect of setting a red snapper TAC of 6.0 
million pounds. 
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1.2 summary of the Propo,.g Alternatlves 

1.2.1 Reef Fish Fishery 

No specific alternatives proposed for the fishery are examined in this document, other than those in the 
subsequent section on Amendment 5. This document Instead examines the effects of the fishery on the 
environment under status quo. 

1.2.2 Amendment 5 

Amendment 5 proposes to change the existing FMP regulations (see Appendix D for current rules). 
The preferred options of Amendment 5 are as follows: 

1.2.2.1 Fish Trap Restrictions (see Section 3.2.2.1 status quo option for current trap rules). 

Preferred Option 1 : Require that traps be carried to sea by the vessel and returned to shore at the 
end of each fishing trip. Each trap or trawl of traps must be individually buoyed. Possession of 
magnesium pop-up devices Is prohibited. 

Preferred Option 2: Place a moratorium on vessels that can fish traps by establishing a fish trap 
endorsement to the vessel permit and llmltlng such endorsement to permittees who turned in 
logbooks Indicating landings from fish traps In 1991 and/or 1992 through November 19, 1992. 

1.2.2.2 Special Management zones (SMZsJ 

Preferred Option 1: Establish special management zones off Alabama In the three tracts (A, B, and 
C - See Figure 7) for which the state holds Corps of Engineers permits for the construction of artificial 
reefs and require persons fishing all three tracts for reef fish be limited to gear with no more than 3 
hooks per line. 

Preferred Option 2: Include the following framework measure allowing establishment of SMZ in the 
FMP: 

Upon request to the CouncU from the permittee (possessor of a Corps of Engineers permit) _for any 
artificial reef or fish attraction device (or other modification of habitat for the purpose of fishing), the 
modified area and an appropriate surrounding area may be designated as a Special Management 
Zone (SMZ), with rules that prohibit or regulate the use of specific types of fishing gear that are not 
compatible with the most effective use of the area. This may be done by regulatory amendment 
under the following criteria and procedure: 

1. A monitoring team 1 wll evaluate the request in the form of a written report considering the 
following criteria: 

a. Fairnessand equity of proposed rules. 

b. Promotes conservation of the resource. 

1 Monitoring Team - The Team will be comprised of members of Council staff, Fishery Operations Branch 
(Southeast Region, NMFS) and the NMFS Southeast Fisheries Science Center and other members 
appointed by the Council. 
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c. Does not result In excessive shares. 

d. Ensures SMZs are consistent with the objectives of the FMP, the Magnuson Act, and other 
applicable law. 

e. Considers the natural bottom In and surrounding potential SMZs and Impacts on historical 
uses. 

f. Determine the environment Impacts and cumulative Impacts on the environment of each SMZ, 
after consideration of the Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared by the Corps of Engineers 
in issuing the permit for the reef site. 

2. The Advisory Panel (AP) and/or Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) will review the report 
and associated documents and advise the Council. The Council Chairman may schedule 
meetings of the SSC andAP for this purpose. The CouncU Chairman will also schedule public 
hearings in the area affected. 

3. The Council, following review of the team's report; supporting data; the SSC, AP, and public 
comments; and other relevant information, may recommend to the Southeast Regional Director 
of the National Marine Fisheries Service (RD) that a SMZ with appropriate proposed rules on 
fishing be approved. Such a recommendation would be accompanied by all relevant background 
data. 

4. The RD will review the Council's recommendation, and if he concurs in the recommendation, will 
propose regulations In accordance with the recommendations. He may also reject the 
recommendation, providing written reasons for rejection. 

5. If the RD concurs In the Council's recommendations, he shall publish proposed regulations In the 
Federal Register and shall afford a reasonable period for public comment which Is consistent with 
the urgency of the need to Implement the management measure(s). 

1.2.2.3 LandingRequirements 

Preferred Option: Require all flnflsh taken or landed from the EEZ, excluding oceanic migratory 
species managed under NMFS FMPs, be landed with heads and fins intact. (Possession of fish in 
other forms for bait2on a vessel Is allowed.) 

1.2.2.4 Permit Requirements 

Preferred Option: Status quo - no change, retain current requirement for vessel permits that 
permlttee must meet the Incomerequirement based on records from one of the two previous 
calendar years. 

2 For purposes of the measure, bait includes: (1) Packaged, headless fish fillets, with skin attached, of 
species of low exvessel value whichare frozen, refrigerated, or salted in brine containers, and (2) Small 
pieces (2 or 3 inches or smaller) or strips (3 x 9 inches or smaller) cut from fillets with skin attached and 
packaged in cold storage or held in brine containers. Species normally utilized for reef fish bait include, 
but are not limited to, ladyfish (skipjack), Atlantic mackerel, blue runner, crevalle and other similar jacks, 
bonito (little tuny), bluefish, mullet, and other species that normally can be distinguished by their skin 
from regulated species. 
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1.2.2.s RedSnapperMinimum Size 

Preferred Option: Change the minimum size limit for red snapper as follows: 

o to 14 inches (TL) In 1994, and 
o to 15 Inches (TL) in 1996, and 
o to 16 inches (TL) In 1998. 

1.2.2.s MuttonSnapper Spawning Aggregations 

Preferred Option 1 : Close the region of Riley's Hump3 to all fishing activity during the months of 
May and June. 

Preferred Option 2: Status quo - do not have a Gulf-wide closed season for mutton snapper In May 
and June. 

Preferred Option 3: Status quo - do not change the minimum size limit or set a bag limit for mutton 
snapper, as an alternative to spawning closures. 

1.3 AlternativesConsidered and Rtiected 

The Alternatives considered in Amendment 5 which were rejected are as follows: 

1.3.1 Fish Trap Restrictions 

Rejected Option 1 : Status quo - retain current trap rules. (See this option under 3.2.2. 1 for current 
rules). 

Rejected Option 2: Require larger mesh In traps utilizing one or more of the following: 

a. Require two sides of trap to be of 2 x 4 Inch mesh, 
b. Require entire trap to be of 2 x 4 Inch mesh, 
c. Require bottom to be of 2 x 4 inch or larger mesh, and/or 
d. Require four or more vertical escape windows to be either 2 x 5 Inches or 1-1 /2 x 5 inches. 

Rejected Option 3: Move the stressed area boundary further offshore to coincide with the boundary of 
the prohibited area for longlines and buoy gear: 

a. off Florida 
b. for entire Gulf 

Rejected Option 4: Limit the number of vessels that can fish traps by: 

a. Establishing a moratorium on permits authorizing fishing with traps to 1992 permit holders with 
that designation as their principal gear or: 

b. Establish a limited entry ITQ system for trap fishermen. 

3 For purposes of this measure, Riley's Hump is defined as the area inside the following coordinates (see 
Figure 16): Point A (24° 32.2' N., 83° 8.7' W.), Point B (24° 32.2' N., 83° 5.2' W.), Point C (24° 
213.7' N., 83° 8.7' W.) and Point D (24° 213.7' N., 83° 5.2' W.). 
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Rejected Option 5: Limit the number of traps per vessel to: 

a. 50 
b. Number of trap tags requested In 1992 

Rejected Option 6: Prohibit the use of fish traps In the EEZ of the Gulf of Mexico. 

1.3.2 SpecialManagementzones 

Rejected Option 1: Establish SMZs off Alabama and require that persons fishing for reef fish In the SMZs 
be limited to use of certain gear that utilize no more than three hooks for the following reef tracts: 

a. The two northern tracts (A and B • See Figure 7); or 
b. One or more of the tracts; or 
c. Status quo • none of the tracts. 

Rejected Option 2 for Allowable Gear: 

Gear allowed by persons fishing the reef tracts selected as SMZs off Alabama will be hand-held rod and 
reel only, and: 

a. Other prohibited gear aboard a vessel must be stored or not rigged for fishing, or 
b. Vessels with other prohibited gear must transit the reef tract without stopping to fish. 

Rejected Option 3: Status quo • do not Include as part of the FMP the framework procedure for 
establishing SMZs. 

1.3.3 Landing Requirement, 

Rejected Option 1: Require that all reef fish species in the fishery be landed with heads and fins intact 
(I.e., whole but eviscerated). 

Rejected Option 2: Status quo • requirement applies only to reef fish with minimum size limits. 

1.3.4. Permit Requirements 

Rejected Option 1: Require that commercial vessel permlttees meet the earned Income requirement 
based on records from one of the three previous calendar years. 

Rejected Option 2: Allow permlttees to disregard income earned in 1992 in meeting the current 
requirement for renewal of a permit. 

1.3.5 Mutton Snapper SpawningAqaragatlons 

Rejected Option 1: Do not have a complete closure of RIiey's Hump4
• Fishing for species other than 

mutton snapper would continue to be allowed during May and June. 

4 For purposes of this measure, Riley's Hump is defined as the area inside the following coordinates (see 
Figure 16): Point A (24° 32.2' N., 83° 8.7' W.), Point B (24° 32.2' N., 83° 5.2' W.), Point C (24° 
28.7' N., 83° 8.7' W.) and Point D (24° 28.7' N., 83° 5.2' W.). 
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Rejected Option 2: Status quo. 

Rejected Option 3: aose the mutton snapper fishery to all fishing during the peak spawning season of 
May and June. 

Rejected Option 4: Restrict the commercial sector to the recreational bag limit of mutton snapper during 
May and June. (This option is Identical to the SAFMC regulation). 

Rejected Option 5: Implement Option 3 or 4 but with a different season. 

Rejected Option 6: Increase the minimum size limit for mutton snapper from 12 inches to 17 inches total 
length. 

Rejected Option 7: Increase the minimum size limit for mutton snapper from 12 inches to 20 inches total 
length. 

Rejected Option 8: Set a recreational daily bag limit of two (or some other number) mutton snapper. 

2.0 NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTIONS 

2.1 Reef Fish Fishery 

NMFS has determined, based on NOAA legal opinion, that the EIS for the FMP should be periodically 
updated with a SEIS that addresses the effect of the fishery on the environment with emphasis on the effect 
on threatened and endangered species, marine mammals and other fishery resources. This SEIS addresses 
those effects. 

2.2 Amendment s 
Problems occurring in the fishery that are addressed by the preferred options of Amendment 5 include: 

1. Current regulations do not require that fish traps be returned to shore after each fishing trip, and allow 
trap buoys to be submerged and released with time pop-up devices. This causes a problem with locating 
(and inspecting dockside) fish traps for enforcement purposes. 

2. The use of fish traps may be expanding in terms of number of participants and geographical range in 
the Gulf of Mexico, with little or no data available to assess catch composition, or ecological effects of 
trap deployment. 

3. The Council has received reports of pulse and derby fishing on the red snapper resource concentrated 
on artificial reefs off Alabama, due to commercial quotas, and trip limits starting in January 1992. This 
has the potential to disrupt stable red snapper populations of the reefs and speed up harvest of the 
quota. 

4. Current rules have exemptions that allow reef fish without size limits, and most other fish, to be cleaned 
and deheaded or filleted at sea. This adversely affects enforcement for all species subject to minimum 
size limits, since processed fish usually cannot be Identified by species, or length determined. 

5. Numerous fishermen have claimed that the qualifying period (at least one of the previous two years) for 
demonstrating Income from fishing Is too restrictive and creates a hardship for maintaining a reef fish 
vessel permit. 
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6. The current minimum size for red snapper (13 Inches total length) Is well below the level that would 
maximize yleld per recruit, thereby reducing potential yield In weight from the resource. 

7. Mutton snapper aggregate during the spawning season and are extremely vulnerable to over-exploitation 
if fishing for the species Is allowed on the aggregated schools of spawners (e.g., as was the case for 
Nassau grouper). 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3. 1 Reef Fish Fishery 

This section discusses the environmental effects of the fishery under current rules (status quo) and under 
current conditions existing In the fishery. A discussion of the habitat and description of the fishery Is 
provided as background and reference section for discussion of the environmental effects. 

3.1.1 Affected Habitat 

The Gulf of Mexico covers an area of approximately 617 thousand square miles. Its continental shelf 
ranges in width from about 12 miles off the Mississippi River to nearly 220 miles off west Florida. 
Geologic formations In the central and western Gulf of Mexico consist mainly of Mesozoic and Cenozoic 
strata beneath the coastal plain and adjacent continental shelf. Texas and western Louisiana shelves are 
characterized by massive accumulations of sllt, clay, and sand deposits between uplifted domes and have 
no major regional structures. Eastern Louisiana and Mississippi shelves are transitional In nature and 
composed of fine grain deposits with occasional surface deposits of sand and shell. Mesozoic and 
Cenozoic strata of the Florida Platform dominate the eastern Gulf of Mexico. The Florida Platform Is 
fronted by shelf-edge reef complexes of the Cretaceous Era. It is characterized by three regional 
structures: the Apalachlcola Embayment, the Ocala Uplift and the South Florida Basin. Within these 
structures are better known smaller features such as the Florida Middle Ground, the Tampa Arch, and 
the Southwest Florida Reef Tract. Corals are most prevalent along southwest Florida while the shelf of 
upper Florida and Alabama Is prlmarlly sand and shell. Within the Gulf of Mexico a minimum of six 
distinct habitats can be defined as follows: 

I. Bottom characteristics between Brownsville and Galveston, Texas are variable, consisting 
principally of hard sand-sllt bottom with little freshwater discharge. Salinities are high 
throughout the year and temperature shows seasonal variation; 

II. Between Galveston and the mouth of the Mississippi River the shelf becomes broader with 
the bottom changing from hard sand-silt to softer sand-mud to soft mud when approaching 
the mouth of the river. Considerable freshwater is discharged throughout this area from 
both the Atchafalaya and the Mississippi Rivers. Salinity and temperature vary seasonally 
and are somewhatdependent on rates of freshwater discharge. Estuarine areas increase 
In magnitude. 

Ill. Between the MississippiRiverDelta and Mobile Bay, Alabama, the shelf remains fairly broad 
with the bottom changing from mud to mud-sand and hard sand-shell offshore. Freshwater 
discharge Into this area Is somewhat reduced. Salinity Is generally higher than west of the 
Delta; 

IV. The area between MobileBayand Cape San Blas, Florida, Is characterized by a fairly broad 
shelf outside of 1 O fm. There Is only a limited amount of estuarine area. A hard sand 
bottom interspersed with small areas of coral and sponge are found throughout the area. 
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Salinity Is quite high and fairly constant. Temperatures vary seasonally. A sharp faunal 
break is noted east of Mobile Bay were the fauna becomes more tropical; 

V. South of Cape San Blas to Tampa, Florida, bottom characteristics are predominantly sand
coral with sponges and marl outcroppings. Offshore salinities remain high throughout the 
year, but temperatures vary seasonally. Salinity and temperature are variable in the 
Apalachee Bay because of the Suwannee River discharge. The water also tends to be 
somewhat turbid; and 

VI. South of Tampa to the Tortugas the bottom Is composed of sand and shell inshore and 
coral-sponge farther offshore. Salinity and temperature are high throughout most of the 
year and are generally higher than In the area north of Tampa. 

Reef fish utilize both pelagic and benthlc habitats during their life cycle. A planktonic larval stage lives 
in the water column and feeds on zooplankton and phytoplankton. Juvenile and adult reef fish are 
typically demersal and usually associated with bottom topographies on the continental shelf ( < 100 m) 
which have high relief; I.e., coral reefs, artificial reefs, rocky hard-bottom substrates, ledges and caves, 
sloping soft-bottom areas, and limestone outcroppings. More detail on these habitat types is found in 
the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for Corals and Coral Reefs (GMFMC and SAFMC, 1982). 
However, several species are found over sand and soft-bottom substrates. Juvenile red snapper are 
common on mud bottoms in the northern Gulf. Some juvenile snapper and grouper such as mutton, 
gray, dog, lane, and yellowtaU snappers and jewflsh, red, gag and yellowfin groupers have been 
documented in inshore seagrass beds, mangrove estuaries, lagoons, and larger bay systems (GMFMC, 
1981). Habitat ranges, preferences and ranges of depth zones, notes on distribution and migration, 
as well as information on temperature and salinity preferences are presented in Section 4. 1 Life History 
Features, of the Reef Fish FMP (GMFMC, 1981). 

Man-made artificial reefs also were utilized In the Gulf of Mexico to attract fish and increase fish 
harvests. An artificial reef system of considerable importance is the large number of petroleum 
platforms and associated structures (approximately 3500) off the shores of Texas and Louisiana 
(Driessen, 1985a). Their shape, extensive surface area, high and low areas of relief, and hard substrate 
are very similar to the best Japanese designs of artificial reefs today. Available reef fishes habitat in 
the Gulf of Mexico may have increased with the construction and emplacement of artificial reefs and 
oil and gas energy structures. Oil and . gas structures include drilling rigs, production platforms, 
caissons, capped well heads, etc. 

Research on man~made reefs including those composed of cars, tires, pipes, etc., is limited. Tennison 
(1985) discussed the use of offshore oil platforms to develop artificial reefs and enhance fish 
assemblages. It has been suggested that such platforms support diverse and abundant fish 
populations not normally found on open sandy bottoms (Hastings et al., 1976; Gallaway and Lewbel, 
1982). 

Opinions differ as to whether or not artificial structures actually promote an increase of reef fishes or 
merely concentrate fishes by attracting them from nearby natural areas. Some evidence indicates that 
artificial reefs actually Increase the standing stock of reef fishes (Stone, 1978; Stone et al., 1979). The 
following excerpt from Bohnsack and Sutherland {1985) adequately portrays the current state of 
knowledge on artificial reefs: 

"General agreement exists that artificial reefs are effective fish attractants and an important fishery 
management tool. Most published papers deal with building artificial reefs or are qualitative 
descriptive studies detaUlng successional changes and species observed. Conclusions were often 
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based on little or no scientific data. Few studies used quantitative experimental methods and 
many lacked sclentlflcally valid controls. 

Drastically different approaches to artificial reefs in terms of purpose, funding, research, materials, 
and size have been taken by Japan and the United States. Most marine artificial reefs in the 
United States are large, low budget, and haphazardly constructed from scrap materials, using 
volunteer labor. These reefs are usually built in deeper offshore waters for use by recreational 
fishermen with boats. Japan's artificial reefs, however, are designed and constructed by 
engineers, built of durable, non-waste, prefabricated materials, placed in scientifically selected sites 
in shallow and deep water, and are primarily used by commercial fishermen. 

In this paper, 29 recommendations are made for future studies. Improved professional publication 
standards and more carefully controlled studies using an experimental approach are suggested. 
Greater emphasis should be placed on determining optimal design, size, and placement of artificial 
reefs to maximize productlon .... Also, reefs designed for Increasing larval and juvenile recruitment, 
survival, and growth should be considered. Improved quantitative assessment techniques are 
needed to describe artificial reefs, reef communities, and to monitor biotic changes. Artificial reef 
data bases should be maintained so that the effectiveness of various artificial reefs can be more 
easily assessed. · The Importance of fish attraction versus fish production and the relationship 
between standing crop and fish catch have not been adequately addressed. The economics and 
social impact of artificial reefs also have not been carefully examined, especially the benefits from 
alternative designs and approaches.• 

Presently, Florida has at least 300 active permitted artificial reef sites (GMFMC, Artificial Reef Committee 
Minutes, 1992). Artificial reef programs have been underway in Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and 
Alabama, since the 1970's. Alabamahas 820-square mlles of ocean bottom permitted for artificial reefs. 

Habttat CondHlon 

Offshore areas used by adults appear to be the least affected by nearshore habitat alterations and 
water quality degradation. Since most of the catch comes from offshore in water deeper than 100 feet, 
there is an unknown effect of pesticides, herbicides, and other harmful wastes which have been 
considered as deleterious to many Inshore fisheries (Ketchum, 1972; Walsh et al., 1981; Boesch, 1983; 
Walsh, 1984). Nearshore reefs have been adversely affected to various degrees by man, but overall 
are in good condition. Some coral reef tracts are protected as marine sanctuaries. These include Dry 
Tortugas (Ft. Jefferson National Monument) and other parks not located in the Gulf of Mexico. 

The estuarine phase of somejuvenNe reef fishes, if obligatory, may be critical as alterations of the 
environment coupled with local changes In environmental parameters such as temperature and salinity 
have occurred to a large extent In estuaries. Natural and man-Induced changes have altered freshwater 
inflow and removed much habitat. Natural wetland losses result from forces such as erosion, sea level 
rises, subsidence, and accretion. The major man-Induced activities that have impacted environmental 
gradients In the estuarine zone are: 

1. construction and maintenance of navigation channels; 
2. discharges from wastewaterplants and Industries; 
3. dredge and fHI for land use development; 
4. agricultural runoff; 
5. ditching, draining, or impounding wetlands; 
6. oil spills; 
7. thermal discharges; 
8. mining, particularly for phosphate, and petroleum; 
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9. entrainment and Impingement from electric power plants; 
10. dams; 
11. marinas; 
12. alteration of freshwater Inflows to estuaries; 
13. saltwater Intrusion; and, 
14. non-point-source discharges of contaminants. 

All of the Gulf's estuaries have been Impacted to some degree by one or more of the above activities. 
The estuaries also have been the most Impacted by water quality degradation. Numerous pollution
related reports and publications exist, but there still Is no complete list of chemical contaminants, their 
effects, or concentrations. A comprehensive Inventory to assess how seriously the Gulf's estuaries are 
polluted is also needed. The majority of reef fish spend their entire life cycle offshore where 
environmental conditions are more stable and man's effect on estuaries Is less severe. However, if an 
obligatory relationship between juvenlle reef fish and estuarine habitats Is determined, estuaries will 
have to be managed to the same degree for reef fish as for other estuarine-dependent species such 
as shrimp and red drum. 

Habitats of particular concern (HPC) are those which play an essential role in the life cycle of the 
species. Specific areas have been Identified In the Gulf of Mexico in the Corals and Coral Reefs FMP 
(GMFMC and SAFMC, 1982). These Include the Flower Garden Banks, Dry Tortugas, Florida Middle 
Ground, and the Gulf of Mexico Topographic Highs. Since these reefs also provide excellent reef fish 
habitat, they are again Identified here as HPCs. 

We are unaware of any current habitat condition that affects the ability to harvest and market reef fish 
resources. The same applles to recreationally caught fish. Stout (1980), however, has found low levels 
of DDT, PCB, endrin, and dleldrin organochlorlnes in red and black grouper, gag, and red snapper. 
If the residue levels of organochlorlnes or other pesticides ever becomes dangerous to humans, it is 
likely that the marketabUity of reef fish could be adversely affected. 

Habitat Threats 

Currently, the primary threat to offshore habitat comes from oil and gas development and production, 
offshore dumping, platform removals, and the discharge of contaminants by river systems, such as the 
Mississippi River, which empty into the Gulf of Mexico. The destruction of suitable reefs (natural and 
man-made) or other types of hard bottom areas also may prove deleterious to this fishery as most of 
the current data indicate an affinity for these habitats by reef fish (Starck, 1968; Bright and Pequegnat, 
1974; Shinn, 1974; Gallaway et al., 1981; Gallaway and Lewbel, 1982; Huntsman and Waters, 1987). 
Natural impacts on reef habitat may arise from severe weather conditions such as hurricanes, red tide, 
and excessive freshwater discharge resulting from heavy rain. Human impacts on reef habitat result 
from activities such as pollution, dredging and treasure salvage, boat anchor damage, fishing and 
diving related perturbations, and petroleum hydrocarbons (Jaap, 1984). Ocean dumping and nutrient 
overenrichment also may cause local problems. An additional problem occurs in the northern Gulf, 
mainly off Louisiana, where large areas of oxygen depleted waters have been observed (Stuntz et al., 
1982; Boesch, 1983; Renaud,1986). The effect of this "hypoxia" is unknown. 

In recent years many of the coral reefs In the Caribbean area have been affected by coral bleaching. 
This phenomenon is believed to be disease related and has resulted In death of many species of coral 
over large tracts in the Caribbean. To a more limited extent some of the Florida reef tracts have been 
affected. The exact cause of the bleaching has not been determined but stress from adverse 
environmental conditions may have caused the occurrence of the "disease" (Burt Williams, University 
of Puerto Rico, Personal Communication). 
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Nearshore reefs, especially off Florida, may be impacted by coastal pollution such as sewage and non
point-source discharges, urban runoff, herbicides, and pesticides (Jaap, 1984). Residues of the 
organochlorine pesticides DDT, PCB, dleldrin, and endrin have been found in gag, red grouper, black 
grouper, and red snapper (Stout, 1980). Heavy metal accumulations in sediment and reef biota near 
population centers have been noted (Manker, 1975). Disposal of wastes has created local problems. 
Jaap {1984) reports of batteries and refuse disposed of on the reef flat at Carysfort Lighthouse In 
Florida. Juvenile snapper and grouper temporarily residing In estuaries may be adversely affected by 
coastal pollutants and alterations. The habitat section for the amended Red Drum FMP (NMFS, 1986) 
provides details on the value of estuaries and the Impacts to them. 

Dredging and salvaging near or on reefs Is potentially the most damaging physical human activity. 
Dredge gear Impacts reefs by dislodging corals and other organisms and by creating lesions or scars 
that lead to Infection or mortality. Sedimentation from dredging may seriously damage reefs. Dredged 
sediments may be anaerobic and bind up available oxygen thereby stressing corals and other sessile 
reef organisms. If the organisms cannot purge the sediments deposited on them, they generally are 
killed. Silt generated by dredging may remain In the area for long periods and continue to impact reefs 
when suspended during storms. Reef habitat also may be removed by dredging for borrow materials 
and disposal on beaches and by dredging and filling associated with navigation channel construction 
and maintenance. 

Anchor damage is a significant threat to reefs, especially those composed of corals. Anchors, ground 
tackle, lines, and chains can break hard and soft corals, scar reefs, and open lesions which can 
become infected. Heavy use of reef areas by boaters can compound the problem. Although anchoring 
by oil and gas lease operators Is prohibited on most of the coral reefs In the Gulf of Mexico, anchoring 
for other purposes Is not restricted. Fishing gear such as bottom trawls, bottom longllnes, and traps 
also may damage reefs. Effects would be similar to anchor damage. Hook-and-line fishing and related 
losses of line, leaders, hooks, and sinkers also may damage corals. Disposal of garbage by boats has 
been identified as a problem at Pulaski Shoal near Dry Tortugas (Jaap, 1984). 

Recreational spearfishing has damaged corals and may become more of a problem In areas of heavy 
diver concentration. Divers often Illegally overturn corals and cause other damage. Specimen 
collecting also may result In localized reef damage, especially when chemical collecting agents are 
improperly used. Collecting corals and the use of chemicals are regulated under the Coral FMP 
(GMFMC and SAFMC, 1982). Although there are some potential positive aspects of existing operational 
platforms acting as artificial reefs, unfortunately, these positive aspects are severely compromised due 
to adverse effects on fish and other biota from the discharge of drilling muds, drill cuttings, and minor 
petroleum pollution due to wash down activities, effluent discharges, and trash disposal. Mallns (1982) 
reviewed laboratory experiments describing the deleterious effects of petroleum fractions on fish. 
Grizzle (1981) and Pierce et al., (1980) have documented that wild fish have been Injured by petroleum 
pollutants. Grizzle (1983) suggested that larger liver weights In fish collected In the vicinity of 
production platforms versus control reefs could have been caused by increased toxlcant levels near 
the platforms. He also suspected that severe gHI lamella epithelium hyperplasia and edema in red 
snapper, vermllon snapper, wenchman, sash flounder, and creole fish were caused by toxicants near 
the platforms. These types of lesions are consistent with toxlcosis and their prevalence and severity 
Increased near drilling platforms. The kinds of effects listed above could result from activities at 
platforms, resulting In petroleum leakage. In addition, the possibility of major spills and/or well 
blowouts exists. 

Extensive environmental Impact statements were a prerequisite to the Installation of offshore platforms. 
However, prior to 1986 no formal environmental monitoring of structure removals was required. The 
U.S. Department of Interior, Minerals Management Service (1987), estimates that there were 3,435 
platforms in the federal outer continental shelf as of December, 1986 and predicts between 60 and 120 
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platforms wUI be removed annually for the next five years. The National Research CouncU (1985) 
estimates approximately 1,700 platforms will be removed between 1984 and 2000. The Council predicts 
about 100 to 130 removals annually between 1990 and 2000. This projection raises questions about 
the Impacts of the potential loss of valuable habitat to a wide variety of marine life. Serious 
consideration should be given to research projects centered on assessing ~he importance of platforms 
to reef fish productivity. 

Besides the loss of potential habitat, the removal of a platform often destroys the associated platform 
ecosystem where one exists.In addition to killing fish at a platform removal site, platform removal wUI 
result in dispersal of survivors. This would adversely affect some of the commercial and recreational 
fishermen that fish near platforms. For example, approximately 112 commercial snapper /grouper boats 
from Florida fish the platforms off Mississippi and Louisiana on a regular basis (Dimitroff, 1982). The 
removal of platforms in the Gulf of Mexico may reduce the catches of reef fish. Accordingly, new 
methodologies for platform removals aside from the standard use of bulk explosives should be devised. 

At the request of the CouncN NMFS is evaluating the impact of explosive removal of offshore oil and 
gas structures. This report should be available In 1993. Minerals Management Service (MMS) is 
examining alternative_ methods of structure removal, including non-explosive methods and use of 
explosives with reduced shock waves (J. Rogers Pearcy, MMS, Report to Council Habitat Protection 
Committee, 1992). 

The states of Louisiana and Texas have Implemented, through legislation, artificial reef programs 
designed to retain obsolete oU and gas structures as reefs. Under these programs sites have been 
designated where these structures can be toppled or moved and placed on the bottoms. Under MMS 
rules the structures must be removed when production is terminated. Normally this has Involved 
cutting off the structure belowthe bottom contour and towing to shore for salvage of metals. It Is less 
costly to dispose of the structures at sea, and the cost savings of the oil and gas companies by 
disposing of the structure in a state designated site, is partially shared with the state for assuming 
liability and buoying the structures. The funds are deposited to special state trust funds designated for 
artificial reefs and are used for maintaining lighted buoys on the reefs. Louisiana has $3 million in its 
trust fund (GMFMC, Artificial Reef Committee Minutes, 1992). Through these programs most obsolete 
structures will be retained as habitat. 

Habttat Information Needs 

The following research needs relative to reef fish habitat are provided so that state, federal, and private 
research efforts can focus on those areas that would allow the Council to develop measures to better 
manage reef fish ·andtheir habitat: 

1. Identify optimum reef fish habitat and environmental and habitat conditions that limit reef fish 
production; 

2. Determinethe relatlonshlp between juvenile reef fish and estuarine habitat; 

3. Quantify the relationships between reef fish production and habitat; 

4. Identify areas of particular concern for reef fish; 

5. Determine methods for restoring reef fish habitat and/or improving existing environmental 
conditions (platform environments) that adversely affect reef fish production; and 
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6. Identify mitigative methods for preserving and/or relocating oil platforms for use as artificial 
reefs. 

7. The 29 recommendations In Bohnsack and Sutherfancl (1985) for future studies should be 
followed. Especially the Issue whether artificial reefs contribute to population productivity or 
prlmarlly congregate fish. 

8. Determine the Impacts of butterflsh trawling on reef fish habitats. 

Habitat Protection Programs 

State and federal agencies and laws and policies that affect reef fish habitat are found In Section 
3.3 of the Reef Fish EIS and FMP (GMFMC, 1981). Specific Involvement by other federal agencies 
are identified below. 

Office of Coastal Zona Management, Marina Sanctuaries Program, NOAA: Speciflcally, this 
program manages and funds the marine sanctuaries program. On-site management and 
enforcement are generally delegated to the states through special agreements. Funding for 
research and management Is arranged through grants. 

National Marine Fisheries Service: The enactment of the Magnuson Act provides for exclusive 
management of fisheries seaward of state jurisdiction. This includes both specific fishery stocks and 
habitat. The process for developing FMPs Is highly complex. It includes plan development by 
various procedures through fisheries management councils. National Marfne Fisheries Service 
implements approved plans. The Coast Guard, National Marine Fisheries Service, and states 
enforce fishery management plans. Fishery management plans for blllflsh, corals and coral reefs, 
coastal migratory pelaglcs, red drum, reef fish, shrfmp, spiny lobster, stone crab, and swordfish are 
In force in the Gulf of Mexico. 

National Park Service: National parks and monuments are under the jurisdiction of National Park 
Service. Management, enforcement, and research are accomplished in house. 

Minerals Management Service: This agency has jurisdiction over mineral and petroleum resources 
on the continental shelf. Management has included specific lease regulations and mitigation of 
exploration and production activities In areas where coral resources are known to exist. 

Fish and WIidiife Service: Fish and WIidiife Service assists with environmental impact review, 
develops blologlcal resource evaluations, and administers the endangered species program with the 
NMFS. In the Keys area the Fish and WIidiife Service manages several national refuges for wUdlife. 

Geological Survey: In the coral reef areas, the Geological Survey has conducted considerable reef 
researchand assisted or cooperated with other Institutions and agencies to facilitate logistlcs and 
support of coral reef research. 

Coast Guard: The 1978 Waterways Safety Act charges the Coast Guard with marine environmental 
protection. The Coast Guard Is the general enforcement agency for all marine activity in the federal 
zone. Among the duties are enforcement of sanctuary and fishery management regulations, 
managing vessel salvage, and coordinating oil spill cleanup operations at sea. 
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U.S. Army Corpa of Engineers: The Corp contracts and regulates coastal engineering projects, 
particularty harbor dredging and beach renourishment projects. The Corp also reviews and is the 
permitting agency for coastal development projects, artificial reefs, and offshore structures. 

Environmental Protection Agency: This agency has a general responsibility for controlllng air and 
water pollution. Disposal of hazardous wastes and point-source discharge permitting are 
Environmental Protection Agency functions. Certain mineral and petroleum exploration and 
production activities are managed by Environmental Protection Agency. Environmental research 
germane to waste disposal and pollution also are funded. 

Federal environmental agencies such as the National Marine Fisheries Service, Mineral Management 
Service, Fish and WIidiife Service, and the Environmental Protection Agency also analyze projects 
proposing inshore and offshore alterations for potential Impacts on resources under their purview. 
This is similar to the function of the Gulf Council's Habitat Committee. Recommendations resulting 
from these analyses are provided to the permitting agencies (the Corp for physical alterations in 
inshore waters and territorial sea, the Mineral Management Service for physlcal alterations In the 
Outer Continental Shelf or the offshore Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) and Environmental 
Protection Agency for chemical alterations). Even though the Corp of Engineers issues permits for 
oil and gas structures In the EEZ, they only consider navigation and national defense impacts, thus 
leaving the rest to the Department of Interior, In a nationwide general permit. 

In administering the oil and gas resources on the Outer Continental Shelf, the Department of Interior 
through the Minerals Management Service does not recognize the authority of the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act. Instead they contend that the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, as amended, 
supersedes the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. They also require that the oil and gas lease 
permit stipulations be more closely coordinated with other Department of Interior bureaus, e.g., Fish 
and Wildlife Service, as provided In Departmental Manual 655. Coordination with other federal and 
state agencies is less frequent. For example, coordination between National Marine Fisheries 
Service and Minerals Management Service results from NOAA participation In the Outer Continental 
Shelf Advisory Board's Gulf of Mexico Regional Technical Working Group, which usually convenes 
three times a year, and from authorities under the Endangered Species Act and National 
Environmental Policy Act. The latter Involves the periodic review of environmental statements for 
proposed lease sales. While review under the Endangered Species Act generally involves 
exploration and development plans, It is very difficult for agencies like National Marine Fisheries 
Service to have Minerals ManagementService implement less environmentally damaging procedures 
in oil and gas operations around reefs, etc., Ifthe Fish and WIidiife Service has not already objected 
to the procedure during the Department of Interior, OM 655 coordination. However, though not 
required to do so, the Fish and Wildlife Service frequently informally coordinates their proposed 
actions under OM 655 with National Marine Fisheries Service. Although the fish and wildlife 
agencies do not have veto power over Minerals Management Service permitting for oil and gas 
exploration, development and production on the Outer Continental Shelf, or on essentially the EEZ, 
they can refer the disagreement to a higher level within the Department of Interior for decision. 

Environmental Protection Agency Is the permitting agency for chemical discharges into the Gulf of 
Mexico, under the National Pollution Discharge Ellmlnatlon System (NPDES) program of the Clean 
Water Act for chemicals used or produced In the Gulf (i.e., drilling muds, produced water or 
biocides) and then released,or under the Ocean Dumping Regulations of the Marine Protection, 
Research and Sanctuaries Act If the chemicals are transported into the Gulf for the purpose of 
dumping. When discharge or dumping permits are proposed, federal and state fish and wildlife 
agencies may comment and advise under the Fish and WIidiife Coordination Act and National 
Environmental Protection Act. The Gulf Council may do likewise under the Magnuson Act and 
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National Environmental Protection Act. The Gulf Council also protects reef fish habitat under the 
Corals and Coral Reefs Fishery Management Plan. 

HabitatRecommendation• 

The reef fish fishery contributes to the food supply, economy, health of the nation, and provides 
recreational and commercial fishing opportunities. The fishery is dependent upon the survival of reef 
fish resources, which can only be assured by the wise management of all aspects of reef fish 
habitat. Increased productivity of reef fish stocks may not be possible without habitat maintenance 
and regulatory restrictions. 

Recognizing that all species are dependent on the quantity and quality of their essential habitats, 
It Is the policy of the CouncU to protect, restore, and Improve habitats upon which commercial and 
recreational marine fisheries depend,to Increase their extent and to improve their productive 
capacity for the benefit of the present and future generations. This policy shall be supported by 
three objectives which are to: 

1. Maintain the current quantity and productive capacity of habitats supporting important 
commercial and recreational fisheries, including their food base (This objective may be 
accompllshecl through the recommendation of no loss and minimization of environmental 
degradation of existing habitat); 

2. Restore and rehabUltate the productive capacity of habitats which have already been 
degraded; and 

3. Create and develop productive habitats where Increased fishery productivity will benefit 
society. 

To achieve these goals the Council has formed a Habitat Committee and Advisory Panels for the 
Gulf states. The purpose of the Committee Is to bring to the Council's attention activities that may 
affect the habitat of the fisheries under their management. The Council, pursuant to the Magnuson 
Act, will use Its authorities to support state and federal environmental agencies in their habitat 
conservation efforts and will directly engage the regulatory agencies on significant actions that may 
affect reef fish habitat. The goal Is to ensure that reef fish habitat losses are kept to the minimum 
and that efforts for appropriate mitigation strategies and applicable research are supported. 

3.1.2 Description of Fishery 

This section Is divided Into two subsections, one describing the reef fish fishery in general and the 
other describing the fish trap fishery addressed In Amendment 5. 

3.1.2.1 ReefFish Fishery 

Usersci the reef fish resources can be divided Into broad user groups of commercial and 
recreational fishermen. Commercial fishermen use longlines, traps, power reels or handllnes 
to harvest reef fish for sale as food. Recreational fishermen Include those fishing from 
privately owned craft ranging from small outboard powered vessels to the more sophisticated 
charter and head boats, rigged with modem electronic equipment. Recreational fishermen 
tend to fish In waters less than 200 feet deep, while commercial fishermen generally operate 
further offshore. Both groups of fishermen operate throughout the year In U.S. Gulf of 
Mexico waters. 
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Commercial fishermen operate from ports along the west coast of Florida, Alabama, 
Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas. Total commercial landings ranged between 21.9 to 26.2 
mHllon pounds per year between 1981 and 1986; more recent data Indicates lower harvest 
levels (see Table 1). Although red snapper was once the principal species for the fishery, 
landings have recently declined. This decrease has been partially offset by the growth of the 
grouper fishery, primarily from Increased use of bottom longllnes. 

Approximately 1,200 commercial vessels operate In this fishery, based on the number of 
permits Issued In 1991 adjusted to remove boats (Figure 1). 

The number of private recreational vessels targeting reef fish is large, but difficult to quantify 
precisely. Amendment 1 estimated the ior-hire" recreational fleet at approximately 920 boats. 
However, more·· recent surveys Indicate a slightly lower number, possibly due to the 
recreational bag llmlts applied to the fleet under Amendment 1. 

More recent estimates of the size of the reef fish charter boat fishery are available. During 
1990, the number of charter vessels greater than 25 feet, and carrying less than 15 
passengers, and harvesting reef fish was estimated at 719. Of those, 426 operated from 
ports In Florida, 72 from ports In Alabama, 50 from ports in Mississippi, 54 from ports in 
Louisiana, and 117 from ports In Texas. The average length of charter vessels was estimated 
at 35 feet. (NMFS Charter Boat Survey, Panama City, Florida). The predominate gear used 
were rod-and-reels, and spear guns. 

During 1990, the estimated number of headboats operating entirely in the Gulf of Mexico was 
97, with 68 operating from ports In Florida, 2 from ports in Alabama, o from ports In 
Mississippi, 7 from ports In Louisiana, and 20 from ports in Texas. The predominate gear 
used is rod-and-reel. During 1990, headboats harvested approximately 2.3 million reef fish, 
with vermilion snapper totaling about 23 percent, white grunt about 23 percent, and red 
snapper about 9 percent (NMFS Annual Headboat Survey, Beaufort, North Carolina). 

Recreational fishermen from the Gulf states consider reef fish to be a primary target. In 1990, 
recreational fishing effort for all reef fish species numbered 384 thousand trips, excluding 
recreational effort In Texas. 

There is no foreign fishing In U.S. Gulf waters for reef fish. 

Fish managed under the FMP Include the following species: 

SnappersLytjanidae Family -

Queen snapper Etells oculatus 
Mutton snapper Lutjanus analis 
Schoolmaster Lutjanus apodus 
Blackfln snapper Lytjanus byccanella 
Red snapper Lytjanus campechanus 
Cubera snapper Lutjanus cyanopterus 
Gray (mangrove] snapper Lutjanus grlseus 
Dog snapper LutJanusiocu 
Mahogany snapper Lutjanus mahoaonl 
Lane snapper Lutjanus synaaris 
Silk snapper Lutianys vivanus 
Yellowtall snapper Ocyyrus chrysurus 
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Wenchman Prlstloomoides aguilonaris 
Vermilion snapper Rhomboplites aurorubens 

Groupers - Serranldae Family 

Rock hind Eolnephelus adscenslonis 
Speckled hind Eolneohelus drummondhayl 
Yellowedge grouper Eoineohelus flavolimbatus 
Red hind Epineohefus auttatus 
Jewflsh Eolneohelus itruara 
Red grouper Eolnephelus morto 
Misty grouper Eplnephelus mystaclnus 
Warsaw grouper Eoineohelus nigritus 
Snowy grouper Eoinephelus niveatus 
Nassau grouper Epinephelus striatys 
Black grouper Mvcteroperca bonaci 
Y ellowmouth grouper Mycteroperca interstitialis 
Gag Mycteroperca microlepis 
Scamp Mvcteroperca phenax 
Y ellowfin grouper Mycteroperca venenosa 

SeaBassesSerranldae Family -

Blacksea bass Centroprlstls strlata 
Bank sea bass Centropristis ocyurus 
Rocksea bass Centroprtstls ohiladelphica 

Tileflshes- Malacanthldae CBranchiostegidae) Family 

Goldface tileflsh Caulolatllus chrysops 
Blackline tileflsh Caylolatilus cyanops 
Anchor tileflsh Caulolatilus intermediys 
Blueline tileflsh Caylolatilus microps 
Tileflsh Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps 

Jacks- Carangldae Family 

Greater amberjack Seriola dumerill 
Lesseramberjack Seriola fasciata 
Almacojack Seriota rivollana 
Banded rudderflsh Seriola zonata 

Grunts - Pomodasyldae Family 

White grunt Haemulon plumier! 

Porgies - Spariclae Family 

Red porgy Pagrys pagrus 
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Trlgaerflshes - Ballstldae Family 

Gray trlggerflsh Ballstes capriscus 

Species included In the fishery but not the management unit include: 

Tlleflshes - Malacanthldae Family 

Great northern tlleflsh Lopholatllus chamaeleonticeps 
Tileflshes Qaulolatllus spp. 

Wrasses- L.abridaeFamily 

Hogflsh L.achnolalmus maxlmus 

Grunts - Pomadasyldae Family 

Tomtate Haemulon aurolineatum 
Pigflsh Orthopristis chrysoptera 

Porgies - Sparidae Family 

Knobbed porgy Calamus nodosus 
Jolthead porgy Calamus bajonado 
Uttlehead porgy Calamus proridens 
Plnfish L.agodon rhomboldes 
Grass porgy Calamus arctifrons 

SandPerches - Serranldae Family 

Dwarf sand perch Diplectrum bivittatum 
Sand perch Dlplectrum formosum 

Triggerflshes - Ballstldae Family 

Queen Ti'lggerflsh Balistes vetula 

Information on the life history, distribution and fishery for reef fish species in the management 
unit and fishery was Included In the FMP (GMFMC 1981) and was updated in Amendment 
1 (GMFMC 1989) and are not repeated in this document. More detailed information on 
principal reef fish species are In publications listed under Section 9.0, especially the NMFS 
SEFC reports by various authors. Copies of these reports are available from the Council or 
NMFS. Information on life history and distribution of endangered or threatened species and 
marine mammals In the Gulf Is avaHable from the Southeast Regional Office of NMFS. 

The reef fish fishery Is a multi-species fishery in which catches and landings for individual 
trips consist of several to many species. The fishermen principally target groupers and 
snappers, and occasionally amberjacks. A large number of species associated with reefs, 
particularly the tropical species associated with the Florida coral reef complexes are not 
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managed and generally not targeted but are taken Incidentally by some gear and frequently 
discarded. 

Amendment 1 provides a detailed description of the fishery (through 1987). Grouper stocks 
comprisethe largest component of the fishery that are currently landed and are principally 
harvested from the shelf off west Florida. Red grouper is the predominant species in this 
complex accounting for 69 percent (by weight) of Gulf-wide commercial landings and 29 
percent of recreational landings (GMFMC, 1991). This stock is in excellent condition 
(Goodyear and Schlrrlpa, 1991 ). The grouper fishery Is currently managed with a limit on the 
annual harvest level (17.5 mUllon pounds) that maintains spawning potential ratio (SPR) near 
40 percent Oevels below 20 percent SPR are considered Indicative of overfishing) (Muller et 
al., 1991). Total allowable catch (TAC) has been set at 11.4 million pounds annually for the 
commercial sector and 6.1 mUllon pounds for the recreational sector. Neither sector 
harvested their quota In 1991, nor In 1992. 

Red snapper makes up another major component of the reef fish fishery. That stock is 
overfished with an estimated SPR on the order of 1 percent (Goodyear 1992). Annual 
commercial landings from the U.S. shelf (principally off Louisiana and Texas) have declined 
from a level of about 7 mHllon pounds from 1964 to the mid-1970s, to a level of 3.2 million 
pounds for the 1988-1990 period (Figure 1, Table 1). Combined annual landings for 
commercial ·and recreational fishermen declined from about 15 million pounds for the 1979-
1983 period to about 4.7 milllon pounds In 1990. This fishery has been subject to a program 
to restore the stock by year 200'75 (Amendments 1 and 3). However, achieving that goal is 
conditional on reducing mortalityof juvenile red snapper from shrimp trawls by about 50 
percent (Amendment 3). Currently, TAC Is set at 6.0 million pounds for the fishery. Limiting 
harvest to this level wUI restore the stock by the target date (currently 2009) if the trawl
induced mortality reduction goal Is achieved. A major NMFS/lndustry research program is 
underway addressing reduction of flnflsh bycatch by trawls (Hoar, et. al, 1992). 

Historically, the reef fish fishery began In 1865 targeting red snapper and developed a 
national market and demand for the species. This national demand resulted In a relatively 
higher value for red snapper that has continued over the years although the value of other· 
reef fish (primarily grouper and other snapper) has Increased relative to the value of red 
snapper (Figure 3, Table3b) 

Figure 1 depicts average red snapper landings and total reef fish landings (Including red 
snapper) at Gulf ports for each five-year period from 1960 through 1990. During the earfy 
portion of this period, U.S. fishing vessels fished In the waters off Mexico and, to a more 
limited extent, off Central America. Access to the fishing grounds of Mexico was terminated 
In 1981 as a result of creation of Mexico's economic zone which in 1975 was extended 200 
miles seaward of Its shoreline. U.S. vessels were gradually phased out of this fishery by 
Mexico. In 1965, (Figure 1) red snapper caught from foreign waters accounted for about 
one-halfof the landings at U.S. Gulf ports. U.S. landings of red snapper declined between 
1965 and 1980 In direct relation to this declining foreign catch. Total reef fish landings 
simlalfy declined from 1965 to 1975, but generally Increased after that time as vessels 
targeted other species(primarily grouper). 

The number of vessels In the reef fish fishery declined between 1965 and 1970, but Increased 
significantly between1970 and 1985 (Figures 1 and 2). The loss of the foreign fishing 
grounds resulted In transfer of all domestic vessel effort to U.S. waters of the EEZ and red 
snapper effort primarily to the Louisiana/Texas shelf. This, coupled with the increase in the 
number of vessels from 1970 through 1985, greatly increased effort in the U.S. Gulf EEZ. 

5Changed to 20()() by 1992 regulatory amendment based on more reliable estimate of generation time. 
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Figure 2 depicts the number of vessels by primary gear type. The number of hand-line 
(bandit rigs6

, rod and reel, etc.) vessels increased from an average of 346 in 1970 to 648 in 
1980 and then declined sllghdy through 1991 (Table 2). Longllne vessels entered the fishery 
In 1979. The number of longllne vessels Increased from an average of 122 for 1980 to 286 
for 1991 and prlmarHy targeted grouper (Figure 2, Tables 2 and 2a). Vessels utilizing other 
primary gear (Including fish traps) Increased dramatically In average numbers from 43 in 1985 
to 351 in 1991. Total vessels In the reef fish fishery Increased from an average of 868 In 1985 
to 1,234 In 1991. However, values for vessels for 1960-1985 represent vessels counted by 
port agents whereas values for 1991 In Figure 1 and Table 2 (average of 1990-1992) represent 
vessels (fishing craft greater than 29 feet) holding permits to fish commercially for reef fish 
and likely Includes vessels that do not fish for reef fish and many that fish occasionally or on 
a part-time basis. The knowledge that the Council was considering a limited access program 
for the fishery may have resulted In speculative entry with some persons obtaining permits 
without intending to fish. For example, data on vessel permits for 1991 Indicated that only 
22 percent of the vessels fished solely for reef fish. Another 58 percent fished for reef fish 
and other species. The remaining 20 percent did not 11st the reef fish fishery as one of their 
four bestflsherles (NMFS, 1992). Irrespective of whether the 1991 average is inflated, Figure 
1 shows a significant Increase In the number of vessels since 1975 while red snapper average 
landings were declining from 7.7 mllllon pounds In 1975 to 3.3 million pounds in 1990, and 
total reef fish average landings were Increasing only moderately from 18 million pounds in 
1975 to 21 mUllon pounds in 1990. 

Figure 4 depicts the average total economic ex-vessel value over the 1960-1990 period for 
total reef fish landings (including red snapper) and Table 3 for red snapper alone. Total 
average annual ex-vessel value (In dollars of the year of landing) for reef fish (including red 
snapper) increased from $3.7 mUllon In 1960 to $36.6 million In 1990, but average real value 
(adjusted for inflation) increased to only $10.9 million by 1990. 

3.1.2.2 Gulf of Mexico Trap Fishery 

Fish traps have been used In the Gulf of Mexico off Florida since at least the 1950s. 
Fishermen principally targeted black seabass. Landings peaked at about 300,000 pounds In 
1968 when 38 vessels using 800 traps were In the fishery (FMP, Table 3). Landings of black 
seabass steadily declined reaching 33,000 pounds In 1976, and about 3,000 pounds in 1987 
(Amendment 1 Table 8.19). Part-time fishermen (probably stone crab fishermen) began 
targeting grouper with traps In 1975 with five vessels, landing about 15,000 pounds of 
grouper. Landings of grouper continued to increase reaching 962 thousand pounds in 1985 
when total landings of reef fish from traps were about 1.1 million pounds {Table 4) and 
declined somewhat for the 1986-1991 period (Table 7). 

Table 4 presents the number of vessels and traps and landings from traps of grouper, 
snapper, and other reef fish for the period 1978-1985. Landings of red snapper rarely 
occurred during this period. The number of vessels and traps are based on annual canvass 
interviews by NMFS port agents. These data show an increase in vessels from 32 in 1978, 
to 60 In 1985,but no comparable increase in traps which were reported to be 1,800 in 1985, 
i.e., a slight decrease. 

The Council required a vessel permit for all vessels fishing traps beginning in early 1985. 
Unfortunately,the permit was a perennial one rather than an annual permit. By October 24, 
1985, 132 vessel permits and 7,432 trap tags had been Issued (Joann Turner, NMFS, 
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Personal Communication). By June 6, 1989, total vessel permits and trap tags Issued had 
Increased to 545 and 39,786, respectively (Joann Turner, NMFS, Personal Communication). 
That represented the cumulative numbers Issued over the five-year period, including 
replacement tags for those lost. Basically, it made determination of vessels actively fishing 
impossible. In 1987, NMFS polled the 377 permit holders and, of the 254 respondents, 
determined that 94 were actively fishing with 89 from Florida. However, there were 135 non
respondents in this survey and no effort was made to statistically sample the non
respondents. Some may not have responded since they would be issued logbooks. NMFS 
followed this maU survey with a canvass of vessels by port agents who identified 45 active 
vessels in the fishery In Florida (Table 5). 

In 1990, the Council required annual vessel permits for all trap fishermen and for all vessels 
fishing commercially for reef fish. During that year, 208 permittees indicated that fish traps 
were included in the gear utlllzed by the vessel. The application form was revised to require 
applicants to list gear by their Importance to their fishing operation. For 1991, 154 permittees 
listed fish traps as their principal gear and 194 for 1992. (Perry Allen, NMFS, Personal 
Communication). Of these permlttees, 109 in 1991, and 166 in 1992, indicated their principal 
fishery was either for stone crab or spiny lobster, or both (Table 6). This suggests that the· 
great majority of trap fishermen permitted are also either stone crab or spiny lobster 
fishermen (i.e., 70 and 86 percent for 1991 and 1992, respectively) who either fished fish traps 
during the closed season for crab and lobster or obtained permits that would allow them to 
do so. The spiny lobster level of fishing effort Is so high that normally 90 percent of the 
annual landings are taken in the first five months. SimUarty, stone crab fishermen usually 
conclude their effective season within four to five months. Both groups of fishermen diversify 
into other fisheries for the remainder of each year. 

Table 7 presents landings data from fish traps for 1986 through 1991. During this period total 
landings increased reaching about 1.5 million pounds by 1991. During 1991, a total of 87 
fishermen reported catches by fish traps and during 1992, 96 persons reported (through 
November 19). That number may represent the best estimate of fishing vessels in the fishery 
since permlttees are denied renewal of the permit for failure to tum in logbooks to NMFS. 

Table 7 llsts landings by area of capture (statistical zones) and by species categories. Two 
recent trends are shown by the data, particularty that for 1991. The trap fishery off Florida 
has progressively extendednorthward with 19 percent of landings recorded from statistical 
zone 7 (Crystal River-Cedar Key, Florida area) by 1991. The other trend Is that species other 
than grouper and snappers have progressively made up a greater percentage of the landings 
(37 percent by 1991 ). Dominant species groups in this other category 0isted in order by 
weight) were grunts, porgies, sea bass and triggerflsh. Red grouper made up 92 percent of 
grouper landings in 1991. Dominant snappers in 1991 landings were lane, mutton, vermilion, 
yellowtaH and gray. Red snapper accounted for about 1 percent of 1991 snapper landings. 

3.1.3 Environmental Effectaof Fishery 

3.1.3. 1 Fishery Resources 

The open-access nature of the reef fish fishery has generally resulted in increasing numbers 
of fishermen and Increased fishing effort on the stocks. The effect of this increased effort has 
been to overfish some stocks and Increase both the harvest level of and need for harvest 
regulation of other stocks. As indicated in the previous section describing the fishery, the 
number of commercial vessels has Increased significantly since 1975 whereas total landings 
of reef fish has increased only moderately (see Figure 1 ). The number of vessels almost 
doubled between 1975 (481 vessels) and 1985 (868 vessels) and almost tripled by the 1990-
1992 period (1,234 vessels) (see Table 2). However, landings for the same period increased 
from 18.3 million pounds (1975 period) to 21.2 million pounds (1990 period) (Table 1). 
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Available data do not allow precise estimates of trends in recreational fishing effort directed 
toward harvest of reef fish. Surveys of recreational fishing before 1979 were conducted at 
five-year intervals as part of the national census of the U. S. population. Approximately 1,500 
households nationally were surveyed and subsequent analyses of these data Indicated recall 
bias likely Inflated the estimates (GMFMC/GSMFC, 1984, Section 8.2.2.2). In the NMFS 
annual surveys (MRFSS), conducted since 1979, the majority of fishermen (usually more than 
40 to 50 percent) Indicated they were targeting marine fish rather than any specific species. 
However, In 1990, of those Indicating target species approximately 384 thousand fishing trips 
were directed at reef fish. NMFS (In Press) has Indicated that total recreational fishing 
participation increased through the 1970's and remained essentially stable in terms of fishing 
trips in the 1980's (also see Table 7.25, GMFMC, 1989). NMFS (In Press) projected 
recreational fishing In the Southeast to Increase by 45 percent between 1985 and 2025. 

This Increased effort resulted In some stocks being overfished, others being fished at near 
fully exploited rates and transfer of effort to other stocks previously not targeted. Jewfish 
were overfished and all harvest was prohibited by Amendment 2 (see Section 1.1.1 ). Both 
anecdotal Information and scientific Information on changes In male/female sex ratios 
(Koenig, 1992) suggest gag grouper are being overfished. Gag grouper were 6.6 percent of 
commercial landings of grouper by weight from 1986-1990 (note: before 1986 commercial 
landings records for grouper were not separated by species). In 1990 gag grouper were 43 
percent of recreational landings of grouper (GMFMC November, 1991). The Council has 
requested SEFC prepare a stock assessment for gag grouper. Nassau grouper, a Pan
Caribbean species, appears to be overfished throughout that range (Sadovy In Press). The 
SAFMC and State of Florida have prohibited harvest and landings of that species. During 
1986-1990 annual Gulf landings, principally in Florida, ranged from zero to 8 thousand 
pounds. 

Red snapper are severely overfished with current estimated SPR at about 1 percent 
(Goodyear 1992). The overfished condition resulted from Increased directed effort targeting 
the species, limited regulation on harvest (I.e., only a size limit) and Incidental bycatch of 
juveniles by shrimp trawls. Survival of juveniles (ages o and 1) from the effects of natural 
mortality and shrimp trawl Induced mortality Is estimated at 17 percent for the 1982-1990 
period (Goodyear 1992). Mortality of surviving fish in the directed fishery has been reduced 
from F=0.7 (50 percent) In 1984-1985 to about F=0.4 (33 percent) currently due to 
conservation actions Implemented (see Section 1. 1.1 ). Currently the fishery Is under a 
program implemented In 1990 to restore the stock to a 20 percent SPR level by year 2009 
which would allow an annual directed harvest level of 18 million pounds. In order to.restore 
the stock within that time period shrimp trawl mortality (F = 1. 79) must be reduced by 
approximately 50 percent (to F=0.8). Under the current TAC of 6.0 million pounds for the 
directed fishery that level of bycatch reduction must be implemented in 1995 or a 25 percent 
reduction In both 1994 and 1995 followed by 50 percent reduction thereafter (Goodyear 
memo to Nancy Thompson, SEFC, December 1, 1992). 

The Councl Instructed staffto prepare an amendment to the Shrimp FMP for Implementation 
in 1994 that would achieve a 50 percent reduction in trawl bycatch. However, due to delays 
In completing and funding the flnflsh bycatch research plan mandated by Congress (see Hoar 

-et al., 1992), It appears that Insufficient bycatch characterization data and gear technology 
will be avaUableIn 1993 to fully develop the amendment and proposed rules for 1994. 
Therefore, Implementation ofthe amendment appears more likely for 1995. The consequence 
of further delay In terms of SPR levels achieved by year 2009 under current allowed harvest 
levels would be as follows: 

Implementation Year SPA In 2009 

1996 18.1 % 
1997 15.9 % 
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Although no delay beyond Implementation In 1995 of the reduction of bycatch mortality by 
50 percent is anticipated, If Itwere delayed the Council would be close to achieving its SPA 
goaJ. Furthermore, the TAC procedure (Section 3.2.1) requires the target date be met even 
If reduction of TAC for the directed fishery is required. 

To meet the target date for stock restoration, TAC and thus red snapper bag limits and 
commercial quota may have to be reduced to account for failure to achieve a 50 percent 
reduction In trawl bycatch-induced mortality on juveniles. If no reduction in trawl bycatch is 
achieved or such reduction is significantly delayed, complete closure of the red snapper 
fishery may be required to restore the stock. However, as determined when this was 
considered in 1990, the economic consequences would be very significant. For a ten-year 
period of closure the commercial sector would forego $120 million of output and $38mUlion 
of income and the recreational sector $952 million and $296 million In output and income, 
respectfully (GMFMC, 1990). Obviously, alternatives other than complete closure would be 
beneficial to the U.S. economy and fishermen, even If restoration is delayed. 

Another factor In achieving that restoration goal which cannot currently be evaluated, relates 
to reductions in number of shrimp vessels capable of operating offshore in the Gulf. In public 
hearings held in August, 1990 (see Section 1.1.1) shrimp vessel builders, brokers and fleet 
owners Indicated a significant reduction had and was occurring In the numbers of this size 
vessel (about 50 net tons or larger), especially since 1988. This anecdotal information.cannot 
be substantiated from records, since several states have no shrimp vessel license (Florida 
and Louisiana) and others do not record sizes. The NMFS vessel operations file which 
contains this Information has not been merged with vessel characteristics from U.S. Coast 
Guard vessel documentation flies since 1987 (Ken Harris, NMFS, Personal Communication). 
Considering the operation cost of this size vessel and current exvessel value trends for 
shrimp In a market Increasing dominated by Imports, it is likely the anecdotal estimates of 20 
to 30 percent reduction In this size vessel has occurred, even though total vessel numbers 
(Including vessels fishing state territorial waters) has increased. This size vessel would 
primarily be those fishing offshore (beyond 1 ofathoms) and thereby be those primarily taking 
juvenile red snapper as bycatch. Economic projections in trends In Imports (particularly 
pond-raised shrimp), price and Impact on domestic exvessel value (Keithly and Roberts 
1991 ), suggest that economic attrition will continue to reduce the number of shrimp vessels 
In that highly overcapitalized fishery. Any such reductions will contribute and may have 
already contributed to reductions In shrimp trawl bycatch of red snapper and may partially 
account for the higher year class strength that has occurred In the fishery beginning in 1989 
(Figure 14). 

As discussed In Section 3.1.2.1 the current grouper stock assessment (Goodyear and 
Schirrlpa- 1991) Indicates the red grouper stock Is In good condition with the SPA 
approximately 40 percent. Red grouper accounts for 69 and 29 percent of commercial and 
recreational landings, respectively. Vermillion snapper, which has been targeted extensively 
as red snapper declined and during periods when the red snapper fishery has been closed, 
also appears to be In good condition with SPA at 36 percent (Schlrrlpa 1992). Stock 
assessments have not been completed in detail for other species most of which are subject 
to regulation; therefore, an estimate of stock condition in terms of SPA level Is not available. 
The SEFC Is preparing stock assessments and management Information for red and gag 
groupers, amberjack, trlggerflsh, and porgy for 1993. · 

Actions have been taken to correct the excessive effort and overfished conditions. 
Amendment 4 placed a three-year moratorium on the Issuance of any additional commercial 
vessel permits in the fishery (Section 1.1.1) while the Council developed limited access 
systems. Three sets of 10 workshops have been held with the industry to consider limited 
access systems for red snapper and the Council will develop a plan amendment for a system 
in 1993. Amendment 5 proposes a moratorium on additional fish trap permits. The Council 
will consider limited access for other components of the fishery in subsequent years. 
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Each stock or stock complex of similar species for which stock assessments have been 
completed Is subject to an annual TAC consisting of quotas, trip limits, size limits and other 
regulation designed to maintain a SPA greater than 20 percent or restore It to 20 percent if 
overfished. Most other species are subject to size limits, bag limits, gear restrictions, closed 
areas and period, etc. 

The gear used In the fishery consists almost entirely of hook-and-line, with the exception of 
a limited number of fish traps (Section 3.1.2). Hook-and-line gear is fished from longlines, 
buoys,· bandit rigs or rod and reel. Most of the gear Is non-selective, but by being fished on 
the bottom takes non-target reef fish species as Incidental catch or occasionally other species 
such as sharks all of which can be legally harvested. Mortality of non-target bony fish and 
sub-legal size target fish does occur through embolism. Mortality rate from this source Is 
largely a function of water depth, species, and speed of retrieval. For example, mortality of 
rod and reel caught red snapper Is approximately 1 Oand 33 percent from waters of 100 and 
150 feet In depth, respectively. Generally fish increase In size as water depth Increases so 
both catches and embolism mortality of sublegal fish which must be discarded also decline 
as depth Increases. Retrieval rate Is slowest with longlines as the line Is raised from the 
bottom well ahead of the vessel. Retrieval rate Is likely fastest for electric powered bandit rigs 
or reels. Such mortality Is unavoidable and Is included as part of fishing mortality In stock 
assessments. Mortality of sublegal size target species was of little concern before minimum 
sizes were implemented since the fish could be legally harvested and were counted in 
landings records. The only constraint on retaining these fish was whether they were of 
saleable size or of a size desired by recreational fishermen. 

The reef fish fishery has little effect on other fisheries from the gear utilized. Species from 
other fisheries (e.g., coastal migratory pelaglcs) are occasionally caught and can be legally 
harvested. The fishery by nature of Its overcapitalized condition may result In reef fish 
fishermen applying additional effort In those fisheries, during times of closures to fishing and 
especiallyas a result of limited access which may displace some fishermen from the reef fish 
fishery. 

The reef fish fishery resources are currently adversely affected by the shrimp fishery, as 
discussed above. The Industrial groundflsh fishery using fish trawls has a similar effect but 
of much smaller magnitude (I.e.,approximately 15 vessels In fishery). The benthic longline 
fishery for sharks also may have a minor effect, since some reef fish will be caught and must 
be discarded under FMP rules (I.e., only a bag limit may be retained). 

On April 28, 1989, NMFS conducted a Section 7 Consultation on the effects of all commercial 
fishing activities In the southeast region. This action was concurrent with the Implementation 
of the Marine Mammal Protection Act, Fishery Exemption Amendment. The Biological 
Opinion concluded that the reef fish fisheries are not likely to impact endangered and 
threatened species of sea turtles and marine mammals or their habitat. These documents 
are Incorporated by reference as authorized In 50 CFR Part 402.12 (g). 

Section 7 consultations under the ESA concluded that plan, and Amendments 1, 2, 3, and 
4 were not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endangered sea 
turtles· or marine mammals or result In the destruction or adverse modification of critical 
habitat for those species. These documents are Incorporated by reference. 

NMFS has also conducted Section 7 consultations on various minor modifications to the 
FMP. These consultations resulted In opinions that management actions were not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species. These documents are incorporated 
by reference. 
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NMFS concluded neither the directed fisheries nor the changes proposed In Amendment 5 
would jeopardize the recovery of endangered or threatened species, or adversely impact their 
critical habitat. 

Five species of sea turtles regularly spend part of their lives In U.S. coastal waters of the 
Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico. These species are Kemp's ridley, Lepldochelys kempll; 
loggerhead, Caretta caretta; green turtle. Chelonia.rirtQU; hawksbill, Eretmochelys imbricata: 
and leatherback, Dermochelys corlacea. These sea turtles are either listed as threatened or 
endangered and are protected under ESA. 

Eighteen species of whales occur In the Gulf of Mexico although most are rare (Schmidly and 
Smith 1981 ). Of these six are classified as endangered. These include right, blue, sel, 
humpback, fin and sperm whales of which only the sperm whale, Physeter catodon is 
commonly found In the Guff. Eleven species of dolphins are found in the Gulf (Schmidly and 
Smith 1981 ). None of these are classified as threatened or endangered. Schmldly and Smith 
(1981) provide life history and distribution information on these species. 

Effects of fish traps on the fishery resources are discussed under 3.2.2. 1. Appendix A 
addresses agency and public comments on the effect of fish traps. 

The fishery also affects other bottomflsh. The Council in selecting fisheries for management 
had divided bottomflsh Into three management units based on similarity of habitats, life 
history and existing fisheries. The reef fish management unit (3.1.2.1) consisted of species 
that in their adult stages are typically associated with reefs or irregular bottoms and were 
fished for prlmarHy by hook-and-line gear. The groundflsh management unit consisted of 160 
species normally associated with sand or mud bottoms and were normally harvested by 
trawls. MSY for this Gulfwlde management unit was estimated at 1.0 million metric tons, with 
shrimp vessels taking and discarding 500 thousand metric tons (GMFMC 1980). The tropical 
reef fish management unit includes many species that are typically associated with coral reefs 
and are typically Pan-Caribbean In distribution, occurring in the Florida Keys with some 
species occurring rarely across the Gulf at reefs in deeper waters. A FMP was not 
implemented for the groundflsh or tropical reef fish management units. Florida regulates 
harvest and landing of tropical reef fish in the absence of a FMP. , 

Most of the harvest of tropical reef fish is In state waters by the marine life Industry that 
harvests these species for the aquarium trade. Both groundflsh and tropical reef fish are 
occasional bycatch In the reef fish fishery. Tropical reef fish were frequently part of catches 
by fish traps fished near coral reefs (see 3.2.2.1 and Appendix A). Most groundfish and 
tropical reef fish werelikely discarded by reef fish fishermen because of their low exvessel 
value and Gulfwlde catches are very small in comparison to reef fish catch In the fishery. 

3.1.3.2 Human Environment 

In termsof Income and employment the fishery has significant beneficial effects on the 
participantsannual gross revenues for the commercial reef fish vessels for the 1988-1990 
periodaveraged $36.5 mHllon (Table3, Figure 3). Value to the economy is not available due 
to unavallabllltyof suitablesupply and demand and multiplier functions but would be two to 
three times higher (around$90 mHllon). 

The overcapitalized state of the commercial fishery presently maximizes employment, but also 
reduces net Income (see following discussion). Annual gross revenues for 920 Gulf charter 
and head boats (Table 15) were$45.7 million and $9.7 million, respectfully [data from Holland 
and Milon 1989 and from Ditton et al. 1988 (see GMFMC 1990 a)]. However, these vessels 
also targeted species other than reef fish. Using data from Table 16 to prorate the revenues 
based on percentage of time targeting reef fish, gross revenues would be $15.8 million and 
$6.8 million for charter and head boats, respectively, or $22.6 million (I.e., 29 percent of the 
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total). Recreational fishermen made about 384 thousand trips for reef fish in 1990 (see 
Section 3.1.2.1) but Information to compute the value to the economy Is not available. 

The commercial fishermen in the fishery have been affected by open access to the fishery. 
This has resulted in more vessels than are needed to harvest the available resource (Figure 
1 - also see Section 3.1.2). The effect of this has been to reduce the revenue from fishing 
for each vessel, partlcularty In terms of real value, adjusted for inflation (Figure 3). This 
situation is compounded by overfishing and the seasonal closures of the red snapper fishery 
necessary to restore the stock. In these periods fishermen must target less valuable species 
making It more difficult to maintain an economically viable operation. 

The FMP moratorium on commercial vessel permits, while not alleviating the current 
economic effect, does prohibit It from becoming worse. The limited access systems being 
considered will moderate the effect over time as the red snapper stock recovers. However, 
that recovery period is estimated to require 16 years. Persons excluded from the fishery by 
implementation of such systems willbe more severely affected than under the current system. 
The emergency red snapper rule for 1993 establishing higher vessel trip limits (i.e., 2,000 
pounds) for vessels that can document a historical dependency on red snapper will also have 
that effect. Persons not qualifying for the higher 1993 trip limit and those displaced by the 
limited access system implemented In the future must change to other fisheries or their 
operation will cease to be economically viable. This will place more effort on other stocks. 

Charter and head boat operations were impacted by the imposition of bag limits on highly 
targeted species (e.g., red snapper). Initially the bag limits resulted in loss of customers who 
previously could take an unlimited number of fish. This was largely a perception on the part 
of the potential customers as the average fisherman on such vessels rarely exceeded the bag 
limits Implemented (GMFMC 1989). Fishermen gradually adjusted to the bag limits largely 
eliminating this impact on the vessel-for-hire sector. Ditton et al. (1989) pointed out after 
analyzing the motives of fishermen for taking charter boat trips, that catching a lot of fish was 
not a major consideration for most fishermen. 

The Imposition of bag limits probably resulted in fewer trips by private recreational boats. 
This is because reef fish are generally found fairly far offshore and the relative cost for 
harvesting a bag limit (e.g., seven fish per person) versus unlimited harvest likely made many 
persons direct more of their trips toward harvest of estuarine and nearshore species. The 
FMP rule that requires demonstration of 50 percent of earned income from commercial 
fishing to qualify to fish commercially for reef fish likely affected several thousand owners of 
private recreational boats that previously partially offset the cost of a trip, as well as of the 
boat, by selling part of their catch. 

3.1.3.3 Physical Environment 

Most of the gear deployed In the fishery should have little to no Impact on the physical 
environment. Historically, almost all of the catch was taken by hook-and-line type gear (rods 
and reels, bandit rigs, etc.). This gear had no direct Impact on bottom habitats although 
some vessels Oargely head and recreational boats) did anchor when fishing; however, many 
boats fished by using the engines to keep the vessel over the productive bottom. Trawl and 
net gear Is prohibited in the directed fishery. Fish traps are deployed on the bottom and 
impacts are discussed below. Longline gear is deployed on the bottom and may entangle 
with live bottom organisms when being retrieved, breaking off gorgonians and sponges. That 
gear is prohibited Inshore of 20 fathoms from the Dry Tortugas, Florida, to Cape San Blas ( off 
Apalachicola, Florida), and Inshore of 50 fathoms from there to the Mexican border. This 
prohibited area should reduce Impacts on live bottoms since reduced sunlight penetration 
at those depths limits abundance of live bottom organisms. 
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The CouncH In reviewing the fish trap fishery concluded that traps have little Impact on the 
physical environment (see Section 3.2.2.1 ). Obviously, a trap deployed on fragile hard coral, 
such as elkhom or staghorn coral Is likely to do damage. There is a lot of anecdotal 
evidence (via testimony) of such damage. There Is no scientific data supporting such 
damage. In fact, Sutherland et al. (1983) using a manned submersible concluded there was 
little apparent damage to reef habitats, even from abandoned traps sitting on high profile 
coral reefs. It should be recognized that In 1980 the state of Florida prohibited fish traps In 
state waters, which encompasses most of the Florida coral reef complex. Observed damage 
reported by the public likely occurred In the SAFMC jurisdiction since It bordered the reef 
complex at the 100-foot contour. The Gulf stressed area boundary is well outside coral areas 
depicted on maps and the bottom off Southwest Florida consists prirnarHy of sand and low 
relief mart rock with live bottom habitat (I.e., sponges, gorgonlans, etc.). 

3.1.3.4 Ocean and Coastal Habitats 

The fishery has little to no effect on ocean and coastal habitats as principally hook-and-line 
gear Is used. Most reef fish do not Inhabit the estuarine waters with the exception of some 
highly saline systems In Florida and Texas (see discussion under Section 3.1.1 ). The effects 
of other human activities on these habitats are discussed in detail In Section 3.1.1. 

3.1.3.s Flood Plains and Wetlands 

The fishery has no effect on flood plains or wetlands. Other activities affecting these areas 
are discussed in Section 3.1.1. 

3.1.3.6 Endangered SpeciesandMarine Mammals 

The fishery has no effect on endangered or threatened species. Section 7 consultations have 
been held for the fishery under Amendment 4 with a •no jeopardy� opinions rendered. There 
is no marine mammal Interaction In the fishery, even though longlines are used since they 
are set on the bottom. 

3.2 Amendment 5 

This section presents the Council's rationale for selection of preferred options and rejection of other options. 
It also examines the effects of preferred and rejected options. 

3.2. 1 Relevant Fishery Management Plan Provisions 

As background for discussion of environmental effects, this section presents the management 
objectives the FMP Is Intended to accomplish, the statement of OY, definitions of overfishing, and 
the framework procedure for specifying TAC. 

ManagementObjectives 

1. The primary objective and definition of Optimum Yield (OY) for the Reef Fish Fishery 
ManagementPlan Is any harvest level for each species which maintains, or Is expected to 
maintain, over time a survival rate of biomass Into the stock of spawning age to achieve at 
least a 20 percent spawning potential ratio (SPR) population level, relative to that which would 
occur with no fishing. 

2. To reduce user conflicts and nearshore fishing mortality. 

3. To respecify the reporting requirements necessary to establish a database for monitoring the 
reef fish fishery and evaluating management actions. 
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4. To revise the definitions of the fishery management unit and fishery to reflect the current 
species composition of the reef fish fishery. 

5. To revise the definition of optimum yield to allow specification at the species level. 

6. To encourage research on the effects of artificial reefs. 

7. To maximize net economic benefits from the reef fish fishery. 

8. To conserve reef fish habitats and increase reef fish habitats in appropriate areas and provide 
protection for juveniles while protecting existing and new habitats. 

Optimum Yield 

The primary objective and definition of Optimum Yield for the Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan 
is to stabilize long term population levels of all reef fish species by establishing a certain survival rate 
of biomass into the stock of spawning age to achieve at least 20 percent spawning potential ratio. 

Definition of Overfishing 

The following Is the definition of overfishing contained in the Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan 
(FMP). 

1. A reef fish stock or stock complex is overfished when it is below the level of 20 
percent SPR. 

2. When a reef fish stock or stock complex is overfished, overfishing is defined as 
harvesting at a rate that Is not consistent with a program that has been established 
to rebuild the stock or stock complex to the 20 percent SPR level. 

3. When a reef fish stock or stock complex Is not overfished, overfishing is defined as 
a harvesting rate that if continued would lead to a state of the stock or stock 
complex that would not at least allow a harvest of optimum yield on a continuing 
basis (SPR). 

Optimum Yield (OY) can be achieved with annual total allowable catch (TAC) specifications for each 
species or species group. The CouncU has established a framework procedure where, on an annual 
basis, a scientific stock assessment panel will establish an ABC range and the Council will set a TAC 
and prescribe fishing restrictions to attain the management goal of OY for implementation by the 
Regional Director (RD) of NMFS prior to the beginning of a fishing year. 

Procedure for Specification of TAC: 

1. Prior to August 1 each year, or such other time as agreed upon by the Council and RD, the 
Southeast Fisheries Center of NMFS (SEFC) will: a) update or complete biological and 
economic assessments and analyses of the present and future condition of the stocks for red 
snapper and other reef fish stock or stock complex; b) assess to the extent possible the 
current SPR levels for each stock; c) estimate fishing mortality (F) in relation to F(20 percent 
SPR); d) estimate annual surplus production F(max) or other population parameters deemed 
appropriate; e) summarize statistics on the fishery for each stock or stock complex; f) specify 
the geographical variations in stock abundance, mortality, recruitment, and age of entry into 
the fishery for each stock or stock complex; and g) analyze social and economic impacts of 
any specification demanding adjustments of allocations, quotas, or bag limits. 
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2. The Council will convene a Scientific Stock Assessment Panel, appointed by the Council, that 
will, as a working group, review the SEFC assessment(s), current harvest statistics, economic, 
social, and other relevant data. It will prepare a written report to the Council specifying a 
range of ABC for each stock or stock complex which Is In need of catch restrictions for 
attaining or maintaining OY. The ABCsare catch ranges that will be calculated for those 
species In the management unit that have been Identified by the Council, NMFS, or the 
working panel as In need of catch restrictions for attaining or maintaining OY. The range of 
ABCs shall be calculated so as to achieve reef fish population levels at or above the 20 
percent SPR goal by January 1, 2000, for all reef fish except red snapper which has a 
January 2009 target date, or by a time period (target date), or set of time periods (target 
dates) specified by the stock assessment panel. Any time period specified by the stock 
assessment panel for consideration by the Council under this framework procedure cannot 
exceed a period equal to 1.5 times the potential generation time of the stock. Generation 
times are to be specified by the stock assessment panel based on the biological 
characteristics of the Individual stocks. For stock or stock complexes where data in the 
SEFC reports are Inadequate to compute an ABC based on the spawning stock biomass per 
recruit model, the above working group will use other available Information as a guide in 
providing their best estimate of an ABC range that should result in at least a 20 percent SPA 
level. The ABC ranges will be established to prevent an overfished stock from further decline. 
To the extent possible, a risk analysis should be conducted Indicating the probabilities of 
attaining or exceeding the stock goal of 20 percent SPR, the annual transitional yields (i.e., 
catch streams) calculated for each level of fishing mortality within the ABC range, and the 
economic and social impacts associated with those levels. The working group report will 
include recommendations on bag limits, size limits, specific gear limits, season closures, and 
other restrictions required to attain management goals, along with the economic and social 
Impacts of such restrictions, and the research and data collection necessary to improve the 
assessments. The stock assessment panel may also recommend additional species for future 
analyses. 

3. The Council will conduct a public hearing on the stock assessment panel reports at, or prior, 
to the time it is considered by the Council for action. Other public hearings may be held 
also. The CouncU wUI request review of the reports by Its Reef Fish Advisory Panel and 
Standing Scientific and Statistical Committees and may convene these groups before taking 
action. 

4. The CouncU in selecting a TAC level and time period (target date), if necessary, fqr each 
stock or stock complex for which an ABC range has been Identified will, in addition to taking 
into consideration the recommendations provided for in (1 ), (2), and (3), utilize the following 
criteria: 

a. Set TAC within or below the ABC range or set a series of annual TACs to obtain the 
ABC level within three years or less. 

b. Subdivide the TACs Into commercial and recreational allocations which maximize 
the net benefits of the fishery to the nation. The allocations will be based on 
historical percentages harvested by each user group during the base period of 
1979-1987. However, If the harvest In any year exceeds the TAC due to either the 
recreational or commercial user group exceeding its allocation, subsequent 
allocations pertaining to the respective user group will be adjusted to assure 
meeting the specified target date spawning stock biomass per recruit (SPR) goal. 

5. The Council wUI provide its recommendations to the RD for any specifications in TACs and 
target dates for each stock or stock complex, quotas, bag limits, trip limits, size limits, closed 
seasons, and gear restrictions necessary to attain the TAC, along with the reports, a 
regulatory impact review and environmental assessment of impacts, and the proposed 
regulations before October 15, or such other time as agreed upon by the Council and RD. 
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6. Prior to each fishing year, or other such time as agreed upon by the RD and Council, the RD 
will review the Council's recommendations and supporting information; and, if he concurs that 
the recommendations are consistent with the objectives of the FMP, the National Standards, 
and other applicable law, he shall forward for publication notice of proposed TACs and 
associated harvest restrictions by November 1, or such other time as agreed upon by the 
Council and RD (providing up to 30 days for addltlonal public comment). The RD will take 
into consideration all Information received and wlll forward for publication In the Federal 
Register the notice of final rule by December 1, or such other time as agreed upon by the 
Council and RD. 

7. Appropriate regulatory changes that may be implemented by notice action include: 

a. The TACs for each stock or stock complex that are designed to achieve a specific 
level of ABC within the first year, or annual levels of TAC designed to achieve the 
ABC level within three years. 

b. Bag limits, size limits, vessel trip limits, closed seasons or areas, gear restrictions, 
and quotas designed to achieve the TAC level. 

c. The time period(target date) specified for rebuilding an overfished stock with the 
restriction that a time period specified under this framework procedure cannot 
exceed a period equal to 1.5 times the generation time of the stock under 
consideration. 

a. If the NMFS decides not to publish the proposed rule of the recommended management 
measures, or to otherwise hold the measures in abeyance, then the Regional Director must 
notify the Council of his intended action within 15 days of receipt of the Council's proposal 
and the reasons for NMFS concern along with suggested changes to the proposed 
management measures that would alleviate the concerns. Such notice shall specify: 1) the 
applicable law with which the amendment is inconsistent, 2) the nature of such 
inconsistencies, and 3) recommendations concerning the actions that could be taken by the 
Council to conform the amendment to the requirements of applicable law. 

3.2.2 Environment Effects andDiscussion 

3.2.2.1 Fish Traps 

Preferred Option 1: Requirethat trapsbe carried to sea by the vessel and returned to 
shore at the end of each fishing trip. Each trap must be individually buoyed, or if fished 
In a "trawl•(several traps connected by submerged line) a floating buoy Is required at 
each end of the trawl. Possession of magnesium pop-up devices Is prohibited. 

Discussion andImpacts: 

a. Fishery Resources: This system of fishing was utilized by Collier County, Florida, 
fishermen from Everglades City and Chokoloskee (Taylor and McMichael 1983). 
Public testimony at hearings Indicated that most Gulf trap fishermen, except those 
fishing from Florida Keysports, tended 7 their traps and returned them to shore 
after each trip. The system alleviates many potential ecological problems 
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associated with trap fishing. There are few lost traps to ghost fish, I.e., less than 
5 percent annually. The traps are pulled every hour or so during daylight and 
soaked overnight whUe the crew Is sleeping. This generally should have eliminated 
mortality associated with long confinement periods (I.e., soak periods of 1 to 20 
days for Monroe County) and should result In greater survival rates for released fish 
harvested in the traps. In the Monroe County, Florida fishery conducted in the 
Atlantic, when traps were retrieved, four percent of all fish were dead or injured. 
Fifteen percent of angelfish and butterflyfish were injured. No fish were dead on 
retrieval of traps, and less than 0.1 percent were injured in the Collier County, 
Florida fishery (Taylor and McMlchael 1983). A scientist from Mote Marine 
Laboratory (Roger DeBruler, Personal Communication) monitored fish trap catches 
off Collier and Lee Counties during 1991. In that 10-day trip 92 traps were 
continuously deployed and retrieved with soak times ranging from 3 to 20 hours. 
Ofthe 3,681 finflsh caught but not retained for landing (I.e., bycatch and undersized 
target species), 7 were dead, 1,024 were used as bait, and 2,650 were discarded 
overboard, usually after puncturing the air bladder. Of the discards, 97 percent 
swam down and less than 0.1 percent wereobserved to have been eaten by birds. 
This contrasts with the 53 percent swim down rate for the Monroe County study in 
Atlantic waters (Taylor and McMichael 1983) and a 78.5 percent swim down rate 
for a NMFS study (Harper, et al, In press) that included stations off the Atlantic 
coast from Miami, Florida south and around the Keys to a station west of the Dry 
Tortugas, Florida. Butterflyflsh and angelfish, fish important to aquarium trade, 
constituted only 0.6 percent of trap catch in the Mote study off Collier and Lee 
Counties. All were alive when harvested and swam down, except for one fish eaten 
by birds (DeBruler, Personal Communication). 

The Council has requested that NMFS place a high priority on conducting research 
on the ecological effects of the trap fishery in the Gulf of Mexico. NMFS has 
agreed to do so andwillInclude Information based on scientific observation aboard 
trap vessels. 

b. Hyman Environment: This system should help alleviate the problem over the lack 
of enforceability of current rules allowing traps to be continuously deployed at sea, 
since traps would be returned to shore after each trip and could be Inspected as 
to the number being fished and compliance with required construction 
characteristics. During public hearings In areas where fishermen normally tended 
traps and returned them to shore (I.e., Naples through Apalachicola, Florida) the 
fishermen indicated their traps were frequently inspected by enforcement agents. 

·This type of fishing does require all traps to be baitedand rebaited for every set, 
so cost for bait would be higher for some fishermen (principally those fishing from 
Florida Keys ports). The requirement that each "trawl" of traps be Individually 
buoyed will affect principally those fishermen fishing from the Florida Keys. These 
fishermen currently fish their traps In "trawls" (strings of 8 to 1 O traps with lines 
between them) with buoys attached at each end of the "trawl.• They estimate the 
line required to buoy a trap In 120 feet of water around Dry Tortugas, Florida to be 
840 feet (scope of 7 to 1). For 100 traps to be directly buoyed, 84,000 feet of line 
would be required. Seven fishermen operating out of Key West, Florida are 
estimated to be fishing trawls of traps (Bill Moore, Reef Fish AP, Personal 
Communication). These fishermen deploy traps in areas with a lot of ship traffic 
which has, in the past, severed buoy lines, resulting in significant loss of traps. The 
use of trawls buoyed at each end should reduce (or eliminate) loss of traps over 
what would occur if traps were individually buoyed, thereby reducing potential for 
ghost fishing. Although tending is defined in the proposed regulations (for 
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enforcement purposes) as returning traps to shore at the end of each trip, 
obviously such trap trawls would be pulled and rebaited several times on each trip, 
reducing confinement mortality over that associated with continuous deployment 
of traps. 

c. Physical Environment: Detrimental impacts caused by ghost traps would be 
minimized. 

d. Ocean and Coastal Habitats: This option may have a slight beneficial effect on 
ocean or coastal habitats, since Impacts from ghost traps would be reduced. 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands, since the fishery is oceanic, rather than estuarine. 

f. Endangered Species andMarine Mammals: This option is anticipated to have no 
effect on threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals. 

There is no documented (or reported) interaction of marine mammals or 
endangered and threatened species with fish traps used in the fishery. Turtles have 
been reported to destroy wooden lobster traps fished in the same area to eat 
lobsters, which Is listed as a prey species for loggerhead turtles (NMFS 1985). This 
has not been reported for fish traps. There is a potential that these animals could 
possibly be entangled In buoy lines, although that has never been reported. The 
preferred option requiring traps to be tended could allow release of these entangled 
animals in a timely fashion should that occur. Other options in this section {3.2.2.1) 
are concluded to have no effect on these animals (also see 3.1.3.1). 

Preferred Option 2: Place a three-year moratorium on vessels that can fish traps by 
establishinga fish trap endorsement to the vessel permH and llmHing such endorsement 
to permittees who turned In logbooks Indicating landings from fish traps in 1991 and/or 
1992 through November 19, 1992. These permHs wHh endorsements would be 
nontransferablefor the duration of the moratorlum.8 

Discussion: 

In 1990, it became a requirement of the FMP that permittees issued logbooks for reporting 
fishery statistics for each trip must submit logbook reports during each year or their permit 
would . not be reissuedIn the following year. The moratorium would limit the fish trap 
endorsements to the vessel permit to those reporting landings from traps in 1991 {87) and 
1992 {96), as reported on fishing vessel logbooks received by SEFC on or before November 
19, 1992. The total number of endorsements will likely be slightly in excess of 100 {i.e., some 
may have fished traps In 1991 and not 1992 or vice versa). The cut off date of November 19, 
1992, was selected to prevent a proliferation of persons seeking eligibility by fishing traps 
after that date when the CouncH announced the moratorium {before an audience of about 100 
persons, most of whom were associated with the trap fishery). The FMP rules require 
logbook forms to be submitted to NMFS within seven days following a trip; 

8 Note: The moratorium would be effective for three years on implementation of the fmal rule. Reef 
Fish Draft Amendment 7 contains a preferred option that, if implemented, would allow transfer within 
the immediate family of the permit holder during the moratorium. 
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The trap vessel moratorium would apply for three years after Implementation of the rule 
unless the time period Is modified by subsequent amendment. The fish trap endorsements 
would be Issued for the permitted vessel for which the logbook records Indicated landings 
from traps during either of the two years and not to an operator. The fish trap endorsement 
to vessel permits would be nontransferable to other persons during the three-year 
moratorium; however, the owner of the permitted vessel may replace the vessel. These 
provisions may also be modffled by subsequent amendment addressing limited access. 

Impacts: 

a. Fishery Resources: The moratorium would limit the fishery to current participants, 
untH the Council has better Information on the ecological Impacts of the trap fishery 
in the Gulf of Mexico. The Council has requested NMFS place a high priority on 
collecting observer data and conducting research on the Gulf fishery. There Is little 
Information avai!able on the Gulf fishery, except for studies in the area of the Dry 
Tortugas, which Is more ecologically similar to the Atlantic (I.e., subject to Gulf 
Stream currents and near coral complexes, etc). The one observer data set 
available to the Council for the Gulf (Roger Debruler, Mote Marine Laboratory, 
Personal Communication) suggested the ecological Impacts on the resources were 
different from the Florida Keys area, where most research has been conducted. 

As Indicated in Section 7.A.b. which discusses the Gulf fish trap fishery, the number 
of participants, gear deployed, and landings have Increased over time. Comparison 
of these data for 1991 to that In the FMP EIS (prepared in 1981) shows the 
following trends, the number of vessels has Increased from 51 to 87, the number 
of traps from 2,488 to about 8,700, landings from traps has Increased from 2 
percent of total reef fish landings to 6.8 percent. Other trends cited In that section 
Indicate the fishery has expandednorthward off the Florida west coast and that 
species other than grouper and snapper make up a much larger portion of the 
landings (with dominant species being grunts, porgies, sea bass and trlggerfish). 
Therefore, the Council felt It advisable to cap the fishery while additional 
Information Is gathered and evaluated. The Council, through Amendment 4, stated 
its intent to consider limited access for the reef fish fishery, and this action is 
consistent with that stated Intent. The Council has been exploring with the industry, 
over the last year, the feasibility and provisions a limited access system for the red 
snapper component of the fishery . 

. The moratorium will have little or no impact on the fishery resources. The fishery 
primarily targets red grouper which stock Is In good condition (SPR = 40 percent). 
This level of effort will be continued (status quo). The moratorium will prevent new 
participants and expansion of this segment of the fishery for three years. If the 
moratorium Is not implemented, other participants might enter the fishery. They, 
however, would be fishermen already in the fishery since there Is a moratorium on 
reef vessel permits, and the net affect on harvest would be essentially the same. 
As IndicatedIn the above paragraph, vessels in this segment increased from 51 in 
1981 to about 87 In 1991 which is not a very signfflcant annual increase (about 7 
percent). 

b. Hyman Environment: The Council rejected the tentative preferred option of the 
draft amendment to prohibit fish traps (see discussion under that rejected option). 
Instead the CouncH modified the current rules, including the proposed measure of 
this preferred option. This option, by Including the current participants, is 
anticipated to have a minimal social and economic impacts on the fishermen. 

36 



Persons who did not participate In the fishery during the last two years or who did 
not comply with the reporting requirements would be excluded from the fishery for 
the three-year period. Some trap fishermen residing in and prohibited from fishing 
the SAFMC area who had anticipated fishing the Gulf may fall Into this category. 
The measure Is not likely to effect a reduction In gross revenues since most 
engaged In the fishery would be granted the endorsement (AIR). 

c. Physical Environment: From the information on the Gulf fishery available, the 
Council concluded that trap fishing was having little impact on the physical 
environment or on the resource. Continuation of the same level of participation 
would not adversely impact the environment. Deployment of fish traps (about 
9,600 in 1992) on the bottoms as compared to spiny lobster traps (about 900,000) 
and stone crab traps (about 500,000) which are weighted with concrete was 
concluded to have a minimal Impact on the bottom. The same Is true of fish traps 
in comparison to shrimp trawls used on the bottoms in the same general areas of 
the trap fishery. Similarly mortality of undersized target and bycatch species taken 
in Gulf traps is minimal in comparison to mortality associated with otter trawls and 
likely in comparison to other gear used in the reef fish fishery (both in terms of 
lower gear mortality rates and less gear deployed). 

d. Ocean and Coastal Habitats: This option will have no new effect on ocean or 
coastal habitats in that status quo in terms of participation is maintained. 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands, since the fishery is oceanic rather than estuarine. 

f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: This option will have no effect on 
threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals. 

Rejected Option 1: Status quo - retaincurrent trap rules. 

The current rules are as follows: 

o A vessel permit is required and applicant must demonstrate that more than 50 
percent of earned Income Is from commercial or charter fishing; 

o A moratorium on issuance of additional permits in the reef fish fishery exists until 
May 8, 1995; 

o Traps cannot be fished in the stressed area (Figure 5); 

o Permlttee Is limited to 100 traps per vessel; 

o Traps fished Inshore of the SO-fathom contour may not exceed 33 cubic feet in 
volume; 

o 144 square Inch opening with a cover hinged or fastened with degradable fasteners 
(3/16 Inch jute string or magnesium) must be on a side opposite each funnel; 

o Two sides must have at least two 2 x 2 inch escape windows; 

o Minimum mesh sizes are 1 x 2 inch or 1.5 x 1.5 inch or 1.5 inch hexagonal mesh; 
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o Each trap must be buoyed or a series of traps fished in a "trawl• must be buoyed 
at each end; buoys may be submerged when used with "pop-up• magnesium 
releases; 

o Traps must be pulled or tended only during daylight. 

Discussion andImpacts: 

The Council rejected retaining just the status quo, and through this amendment, proposes 
to modify the current rules (status quo) through preferred options (1) and (2) above to 
address problems stated under Section 2.2. These options propose that traps are to be 
tended at sea, traps or trawls of traps lndlvldually buoyed and returned to shore after each 
trip. A moratorium Is also proposed to llmit trapping to current participants while the Council 
considers limited access for the fishery and while NMFS gathers additional ecological 
Information on the fishery In the Gulf. 

a. Fishery Resources: The Council established the stressed area to prohibit fish traps 
and other efficient gear from competing with fishermen in the nearshore waters, 
which It felt was stressed (subject to growth overfishing) due to a high recreational 
fishing effort. It addressed FMP management objective (2) to reduce conflicts and 
nearshore fishing mortality. The stressed area boundary was set further offshore 
near areas of high human population density (e.g., off Ft. Myers to the Tarpon 
Springs, Florida, area). The stressed area and trap rules of this option were 
selected In the original FMP and Amendment 1 over alternative options to ban the 
use of traps. The stressed area was set well beyond Florida jurisdiction (nine 
nautical miles) to facilitate state enforcement of the prohibition on traps. The 
closest distance to the outer stressed area boundary from the following Florida 
fishing ports Is as follows: Key West (28 nautical miles), Marathon (63 nautical 
mHes), Everglades City (50 nautical miles), Madeira Beach (49 nautical miles), and 
Crystal River (60 nautical miles). The effectiveness of the stressed area rule and 
other rules of the FMP related to traps was largely contingent on compliance by the 
fishermen, since enforcement must be carried out at sea. This is because some 
fishermen deployed their traps constantly at sea and likely used pop-up buoys. 
Fishermen from the Everglades City area In Collier County carried their traps to 
sea, attended them, and returned the traps to shore on each trip (Taylor and 
McMlchael, 1983). The preferred options would require this for the entire fishery. 

The escape window size under current rules retains fish 7 to 8 Inches in length or 
· larger, depending on shape. The scientific literature on ingress and egress in 
Appendix A of Draft Amendment 5 and Section 3.2.1.4. 1 of the FMP indicated that 
some species swim In and out of the funnels, it also indicated some do not; 
Harper and McClellan (1983) noted that the larger predators, including grouper, 
generally did not leave via the funnel. When traps are hauled off the bottom most 
fish become disoriented and do not exit and are hauled to the surface. Fish with 
deep profHes, such an angelfish, tileflsh, spadeflsh, and butterflyfish were 
particularly retained by the traps (Taylor and Michael 1983). 

b. Hyman Environment: No new impact would affect fish trap fishermen by retaining 
the status quo alternative. 

c. Physical Environment: Environmental effects would remain unchanged unless the 
number of traps Increased significantly. That Is unlikely to occur because of the 
preferred option for a moratorium. 
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d. Ocean and Coastal Habitats: This option would have allowed expansion of the 
fishery and traps to be fished in "trawls" resulting In a very slight increased Impact 
on ocean habitats If grappling hooks were used to retrieve traps. 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands, since the fishery Is oceanic rather than estuarine. 

f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: Retaining the current rules for traps 
will have no effect on threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals. 

Rejected Option 2: Require larger mesh in traps utilizing one or more of the following: 

a. Require two sides of trap to be of 2 x 4 inch mesh, 

b. Require entire trap to be of 2 x 4 inch mesh, 

c. Require bottom to be of 2 x 4 inch or larger mesh, 

d. Require four or more vertical escape windows to be either 2 x 5 inches or 1-
1 /2 x 5 inches, 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council rejected options to alter the mesh sizes primarily because the larger 2 x 4 Inch 
mesh would have allowed escapement of legal size (~ 8 Inches TL) vermilion and lane 
snappers which have become more important components of Gulf landings from traps. The 
mesh sizes under suboption (d) would have allowed legal size grouper to escape. 

a. Fishery Resources: The Council previously considered suboptlons (a), (b), and (c) 
in Amendment 1. Suboptlon (d) was suggested by trap fishermen giving testimony 
at the July 1992 meeting as a method of allowing angelfish and other fish with deep 
body profiles to escape while the traps were actively fishing. Bohnsack, et al. 
(1989) noted that present specified minimum mesh sizes (1 x 2 and 1.5 x 1.5 
inches) appear to do little to reduce bycatch (i.e., status quo option). The current 
escape windows (2 x 2 Inches) under status quo allow the escapement of fish with 
fork length of 7 to 8 Inches for body shapes similar to grunts and snapper (Harper 

. and Mcaellan, 1983). Fish of similar sizes with deep profiles, such as angelfish, 
tilefishes, etc., are retained. Taylor and McMichael (1983) indicated that over 15 
percent of angelfishes and butterflyfishes were Injured in trap catches examined. 
However, available information Indicates these species, important to marine life 
fishermen, are not a major component of Gulf trap catches. 

A 2 x 4 Inch mesh would select for gray snapper and white grunt larger than 15, 
and 12 Inches fork length respectively, and red grouper greater than 14 inches total 
length (Suther1and et al., 1987). This would allow escapement of gray snapper 
larger than the minimum size (12 Inches TL). The use of larger mesh sizes for 
escapement appears more Important when traps are allowed to be deployed for 
many days by providing for egress of confined fish. Requiring traps be tended and 
returned to shore eliminates periods of long deployment and reduces the potential 
for lost (ghost) traps. 
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b. Hyman Environment: Fishermen in previous testimony to the Council have 
maintained that the smaller mesh sizes yield greater catches due to the shading 
effect of smaller mesh. Bohnsack et al (1989) examined catch and value by size 
of mesh and found the 2 x 4 Inch mesh was equally productive to .5 x .5 inches 
and 1 x 2 Inch meshes; only the 1.5 inch square and hexagonal meshes produced 
a more valuable catch. The hexagonal mesh produced about $5.50 per haul, 
whereas 2 x 4 Inch mesh produced $4.75 per haul; no statistical analyses were 
provided to determine if these differences are statistically supported. However, the 
study examining economic value of catches by mesh size (Bohnsack, et al 1989) 
was conducted off southeast Florida and species taken In 2 x 4 Inch mesh traps 
(27 samples) was almost entirely different from those taken In the Gulf fishery off 
Collier and Lee Counties, Florida (DeBruler, Mote Marine Laboratory, Personal 
Communication). Species composition (by weight) taken by Bohnsack, et al (1989) 
were mutton and cubera snapper, 31 percent; orange fileflsh, 29 percent; blue 
angelfish, 12 percent; gray angelfish, 6 percent; French and queen angelfish, 3 
percent; hogfish, 6 percent; yellow jack, 2 percent, grunts (margate and sailors 
choice), 2 percent; with littlehead porgy, scorpionfish, parrotfish and stingray 
making up the remainder. Target species in the Gulf catches by weight (DeBruler, 
Mote Marine Laboratory, Personal Communication) were reel grouper, 78 percent; 
lane snapper, 14 percent; jolthead porgy and pinfish, 4 percent; vermilion snapper, 
2 percent; with gag, gray snapper and triggerflsh making up the remainder. Gulf 
bycatch species differed also with only orange fllefish (19 specimens) and French 
angelfish (14 specimens) being common to both studies. 

Costs to the fishermen for the suboptlons vary significantly: suboption (b) would 
essentially have a cost similar to banning fish traps, I.e., almost all traps would have 
to be replaced; suboptlon (a) would allow existing traps to be modified by replacing 
mesh on two of the six sides; and suboption (c) on only one size. The larger 
escape windows of suboption (d) could be made simply by cutting out some 
meshes. The options would have reduced revenue to the fishermen and increased 
total cost of operations (AIR). 

c. Physical Environment: Changing the mesh size would have no effect on physical 
environment. 

d. Ocean and Coastal Habitats: This option will have no change in effect on ocean 
or coastal habitats, since the same number of traps would be fished; only the size 

_of mesh would change. 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands. 

f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: These mesh size options will have no 
effect on threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals. 

Rejected Option 3: Movethe stressedareaboundary further offshore to coincide with 
the boundary of the prohibited area for longlines and buoy gear: 

a. off Florida 
b. for entire Gulf 
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Discussion and Impacts: 

The CouncH rejected this option because it would increase the operating cost for fishermen 
Oonger distance to travel), slightly Increase vessel safety hazard (because of the longer 
distance) and because the prohibition on trapping in the stressed area was deemed an 
adequate areal control on trapping (see stressed area discussion under status quo option). 

a. Fishery Resources: This option would have moved the use of fish traps, roller 
trawls, and power heads offshore to the same waters that reef fish longlines and 
buoy gear are allowed. The prohibited area for longllnes is the 20-fathom contour 
off Florlcla to Cape San Blas (point 13 on Figure 6) and the SO-fathom contour from 
there to the Mexican border. In Southwest Florida and the Florida Big Bend area 
it would have moved fish trapping much further offshore. However, the option 
would increase embolism mortality of fish and would result in greater loss of fish 
unless most of the catch Is legal size, target species. . Data from Goodyear and 
Schlrripa (1991) suggest most grouper would be of legal size. If suboption (b) 
were selected, it would move this gear beyond 50 fathoms In the Central and 
Western Gulf, reducing significantly the likelihood of taking reel snapper which are 
seriously overfished. The option may have resulted in a reduced incidence of 
harvesting tropical fishes associated with the coral in the Dry Tortugas, Florida 
area. 

b. Hyman Environment: This option would have increased the operation cost for 
vessels continuing to fish because of the greater distances in some areas of the 
Gulf. For example, minimum distance to the longline/buoy prohibited area 
boundary for some Florlcla ports are as follows: Key West (61 nautical miles), 
Marathon (99 nautical miles), Everglades City (50 nautical miles), and Crystal River 
(87 nautical miles). In the western Gulf, boundaries for fish traps would change 
from the 10-fathom contour off Louisiana and the 30-fathom contour off Texas to 
the SO-fathom contour. However, there are very few fish trap permit holders in 
these states. The greater distance offshore would, to some extent, increase the 
hazard related to vessel safety. Total revenue of fishermen would be reduced and 
fishermen would have to compete with longliners (AIR). 

By moving the stressed area boundary to coincide with that for longlines and buoy 
gear, enforcement cost would have been potentially reduced since aerial and 
vessel surveillance would be necessary only for one prohibited area rather than 
two. 

c. Physical Environment: These options would have resulted in all traps being 
deployed further offshore and further from coral reef complexes off southwest 
Florida. 

d. Ocean and Coastal Habitats: (See physical environment above). 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands, since the fishery is oceanic rather than estuarine. 

f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: This option will have no effect on 
threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals. 
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ReiectedOption 4: Umtt the number of vessels that can fish traps by: 

a. Establishing a moratorium on permtts authorizing fishing with traps to 1992 
permtt holders wtth that designation as their principal gear or; 

b. Establishing a limited entry ITQ system for trapfishermen. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council rejected these options and selected Instead a moratorium with eligibility based 
on permlttees reporting fish trap landings by logbook [ see Preferred Option (2)]. 

a. Fishery Resources: Suboptlon (a) would allow expansion of the trap fishery over 
that of the preferred option (2) resulting In greater harvest of fishery resources. 
This would have an effect only If traps harvested more of the resource than gear 
currently used by these additional fishermen (I.e., under the FMP permit moratorium 
the total number of fishermen would not Increase). This would be a detrimental 
effect only If that Increased effort was directed at overfished species. Suboption 
(b) would have the same effect as preferred option (2). 

b. Human Environment: Suboptlon (a) recognizes under the FMP that there is a 
three-year moratorium on Issuance of any more reef fish commercial vessel 
permits. It would limit the use of traps to those persons who, in 1992, checked the 
application blank to Indicate that they would use traps as their principal gear. In 
1992, 166 persons Indicated their vessel would use traps, usually along with other 
gear, however, only 96 of them reported landing from traps. In 1991, 109 persons 
indicatedtheir vessel would use fish traps, however, only 87 of them reported 
landings from traps In the logbooks.The option would have capped the number 
of trap fishermen, limiting participation to those who Indicated they would use traps. 

Suboptlon (b) would establish a limited access system using individual transferable 
quotas for trap fishermen selected. Landing levels from 1991 and/or 1992 
logbooks could be used to subdivide total fish trap landings for those years 
between eligibleparticipants, and possibly further subdivided by species groups 
(I.e., groupers, snappers, etc.). However, since the Council will consider a limited 
access system for the fishery during the current three-year moratorium on vessel 
permits, It was deemed to be more advisable to consider such limited access for 

. traps through subsequent amendment. Either of the suboptions would allow 
persons with an economic dependency on traps to continue fishing. This would 
essentially eliminate the economic losses that would have occurred from the option 
of banning traps. The number of traps fished would be higher than the preferred 
option. Administrative costs for the ITQ system would be much higher than the 
preferredoption. 

c. Physical Environment: Even though option (a) would allow more.· fishermen than 
the preferredoption, the environmental Impacts from deployment of more traps 
should have little effect on the physical environment. 

d. Ocean and Coastal Habitats: This option will have little effect on ocean or coastal 
habitats (see physical environment above). 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands, since fishery is oceanic rather than estuarine. 
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f. Endangered Species andMarine Mammals: This option will have no effect on 
threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals. 

Rejected Option 5: Limit the number of traps per vessel to: 
~; 

a. so 
b. Number of trap tags requested In 1992 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council rejected these options and concluded that the current rule (status quo) allowing 
use of 1ootraps per vessel was necessary for fishermen to maintain an economically viable 
operation. 

a. Fishery Resources: A reduction in traps would have reduced mortality of bycatch 
an sublegal size target species. However the Council concluded that in the Gulf 
fishery for vessel tending traps such mortality was not excessive [see discussion 
of fishery resource impacts under Preferred Option (1)). 

b. Human Environment: Suboption (a) may adversely impact fishermen utilizing and 
dependent on more than 50 traps. It would reduce revenue and make Inefficient 
vessels using 100 traps. Potentially traps valued at $210 thousand would be lost 
(RIA). Suboption (b) is essentially the same as status quo. 

c. Physical Environment: Trap reductions would reduce Impact to habitat. However, 
these impacts were judged to be minimal [see discussion of physical environment 
impact under Preferred Option (2)]. 

d. Ocean andCoastal Habitats: Even though the number of traps would be reduced 
these options willhavelittle effect on ocean or coastal habitats. 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands, since the fishery is oceanic and not estuarine. 

f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: This option will have no effect on 
threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals. 

Rejected Option 6: Prohibit the use of fish traps in the EEZ of the Gulf of Mexico. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council Identifiedthis option as its tentative preferred option in the draft amendment. 
The draft amendment cited as a basis supporting that position both scientific and anecdotal 
information, that in subsequent consideration was judged to apply to traps fished in close 
proximity to the coral reefcomplexes and for traps constantly deployed at sea.The Council 
has proposed, through this amendment, that traps not be constantly deployed but that they 
be attended and returned to shore after each trip. Limited scientific information (DeBruler, 
Mote Marine Laboratory, Personal Communication) and testimony presented at public 
hearings indicated the Gulf fishery is quite different in terms of bottom habitat affected, 
bycatch and target species taken, survival of released fish, and method of fishing (i.e., most 
fishermen already returned traps to shore after each trip). Based on these differences the 
CouncH rejected this proposed option. 
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a. Fishery Resources: This option would have eliminated all ecological impacts 
associatedwith the use of traps. However, the Council has concluded that these 
Impacts from the current fishery are minimal (see discussion of Impacts under other 
preferred and rejected options). The Council also proposes through this 
amendment to prevent expansion of the fishery until the ecological characteristics 
are better documented. 

b. Hyman Environment: From solely a social standpoint, many organizations and 
much of public sentiment support banning fish traps. Marine life fishermen, who 
collect aquarium specimens, have expressed concerns that the trap harvest and 
discard of bycatch species Impact the abundance of stocks they collect. There Is 
also a social perception that traps left continually deployed at sea are illegally 
fished. NMFS recorded only 40 fish trap violations during 1988-1991, and the 
Florida Marine Patrol recorded only 13 fish trap violations out of 28,632 marine 
associated violations during 1986-1990. 

Among public allegations were charges that more traps are being fished per vessel 
than allowed (100), that required construction characteristics are modified at sea, 
that degradable hinges or fasteners are not used, that traps are being fished 
illegally in the stressed area or in Florida waters, etc. Enforceability of these areas 
of public concern are enhanced by Preferred Option (1 ). 

Banning fish traps would have resulted in an annual loss of revenue to trap 
fishermen of about 1.5 million pounds of landings (1991) valued at about $1. 70 per 
pound (Table 3b), or about $2.5 mllllon. The actual loss of revenue would have 
been less than this amount since the fishermen would likely switch to other gear 
such as bandit rigs. Banning traps would have resulted in the loss of the value of 
the traps, the use of which Is prohibited in Florida waters and the South Atlantic 
EEZ. The value of a new trap Is approximately $85.00 and the depreciated average 
value $48.50 (SAFMC Snapper/Grouper Amendment 4 RIR). The actual number 
of traps used in the Gulf Is unknown. If the 96 fishermen reporting landings in 1992 
each had the maximum number of traps, there would be 9,600. If there was one 
trap for each trap tag issued In 1992, there would be 12,064. It is likely that both 
of these values exceed the actual number of traps. Assuming that 9,600 represents 
the actual number of traps, the industry loss at the average depreciated value 
would be $465,600. 

c. Physical Environment: This option would have eliminated environmental damage 
· caused by deployment of fish traps. However, the stressedarea already precludes 
setting of traps on the Florida Keys reef tract (Figure 6-4, Coral FMP) which Is 
Inshore of the stressed area boundary. The CoralFMP prohibits setting on the high 
relief area of the Florida Middle Grounds and on the Flower Garden Bank off Texas. 
Therefore, the potential for damage by deployment In the Gulf to coral reefs would 
be much less than In the SAFMC EEZ. Deployments In the Gulf are regarded to 
have little Impact on bottom habitats. This effect would be eliminated. 

d. Ocean and CoastalHabitats: The anticipated effect on ocean habitats is described 
above In section (c). The use of fish traps is prohibited in Florida coastal waters 
(out to nine nautical miles). 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands, since the fishery Is oceanic rather than estuarine. 
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f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: This option is anticipated to have no 
effect on threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals, since there 
was no known Interaction between fish traps and these animals (see preferred 
option (1) for discussion). 

3.2.2.2 SpecialManagement Zones 

Special management zones (SMZ) are established where certain gear Is prohibited or certain 
rules apply. Examples are the Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) under the Coral 
FMP where the use of all gear Interfacing with the bottom Is prohibited (e.g. trawls, traps, 
etc.) or spawning aggregation siteswhere all fishing may be seasonally prohibited. This 
amendment addresses two actions for management zones, one off Alabama, and a general 
framework procedure for establishing such zones In the future by regulatory amendment. 

1. AlabamaSpecialManagement Zones 

The Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (ADCNR) has a general 
Corps of Engineers permit for three EEZ offshore tracts located generally south and east of 
the mouth of Mobile Bay (Figures 7 and 8). Under the terms of the permit, individuals may 
construct low profHe, unmarked reefs at any point within the tracts. Inspection of reef 
material by state personnel for environmental sanitation (no oil, etc.) is required. After placing 
the reef, the individual Is the only person with the LORAN coordinates for the reef. The 
person must sign a release recognizing that any other person may fish the reef after it Is 
established, should they locate it. Recreational fishermen, charterboat fishermen and some 
local commercial fishermen have established a total of more than 5,000 Individual reefs in the 
tracts. The charterboat industry has created a large portion of the reefs. The tracts also 
include reefs established by the state consisting of liberty ships, barges, vessels, bridge 
rubble, and toppled oil platforms. The three tracts cover approximately 820 square miles. 
Tract A (100 square miles) ranges in depth from 12 to 16 fathoms and contains rubble from 
the Dauphin Island bridge (3 miles long) removed after hurricane Frederick. Tract B (360 
square miles) ranges In depth from 14 to 32 fathoms and contains five liberty ships. Tract 
C (360 square miles) ranges in depth from 20 to 400 fathoms and contains sunken oil 
platforms in the deeper depths. 

Charterboat fishermen residing in Baldwin County, Alabama, began construction of artificial 
reefs in federal waters off that county shortly after World War 11, after noticing the 
effectiveness of coastal shipping sunk by German submarines in attracting reef fish. Many 
fishermen had scores of unmarked reefs offshore that they fished periodically to satisfy 
customers when pelagic species were unavailable. At their request the state of Alabama 
placed 250 automobile bodies offshore in 1953 and added 1,500 bodies In 1957 (Swingle, 
1974). Both individual fishermen and the state through its artificial reef program continued 
to place environmentally safe material offshore under U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 
permits. Material used to construct these reefs typically consists of automobile bodies. The 
life span of this type of material is usually 4 to 7 years. Therefore, new material must be 
added periodically. The general COE permits for the tracts were obtained from 1986 through 
1989 (Figure 8). Obtaining the general permits greatly increased reef construction by 
fishermen, under supervision by the state. (See Figure 24). 

Prefened Option: Requirethat persons fishing all three tracts (A, B, and C) for reef fish 
be limited to gear with no more than 3 hooks per line. 
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Discussion: The intent of the Council was that persons fishing the area recreationally or 
commercially for reef fish, which has historically been with hook and line (I.e. rod and reel, 
and more recently, bandit rigs), be limited to three terminal hooks on the line. Spear fishing 
would continue to be allowed (equivalent to one hook). Longllnes used for targeting reef fish 
are prohibited from fishing inshore of 50 fathoms under the FMP. This rule currently prohibits 
the use of such longlines on the reef tracts except for the extreme offshore portion of tract 
C (see Figures 6 and 7 and Table 10, for coordinates). The use of longlines to target reef fish 
has not been known to occur In that area (Minton, ADCNR, Personal Communication). Data 
from Goodyear (1992) support that observation as recent catches by longllnes since tract C 
was established by general COE permit In 1989 (Figure 8) averaged 2,250 pounds of red 
snapper annually (with zero catch for 1992) for all of NMFS statistical area 10. Statistical area 
1ois 3,21 Osquare miles (Patella, 1975) extending between 88 degrees and 87 degrees west 
longitudes, and Includes the SMZ reef tracts, as well as hard bottoms offshore and to the east 
of the SMZ tracts (see Figure 9). The intent of the Council was that reef fish longllnes not 
be used In the SMZ reef tracts. To accomplish this, point 16 of the reef fish longline 
restricted area (Table 10) will be moved from 29° 29.0' north and 87° 27.5' west to the outer 
limit of tract C at 29° 15. 75' north and 87° 33.0, west (I.e., 13 nautical miles further offshore) 
and return to a new point (16a) at 29° 25.0' north and 87° 44.0, west (Figure 15). 

Under the rules of the FMP, longlines used to target other species (e.g., pelagic longlines 
used for tuna fishing) may be fished inshore of the boundary of the reef fish longline 
restricted area, but fishermen utilizing such gear in the area are limited to possession of the 
bag limits for reef fish, which cannot be sold. This rule would continue to apply to the waters 
of the reef fish longllne restricted area, Including the SMZ reef tracts. 

Under FMP rules entangling nets and trawls are prohibited for use In a directed fishery for 
reef fish. Persons on vessels with this gear on board are llmlted to the possession of bag 
limits for reef fish, which cannot be sold. This rule would continue to apply to the EEZ, 
including the SMZ reef tracts. However, It Is highly unlikely that shrimp trawls would be 
utlllzed In these areas, since Itwas always a relatively nonproductive shrimping area (Swingle, 
1976) and, If used, trawls may become entangled with reef material. Entangling nets are used 
along the beaches well inshore of the reefs. 

During 1992, when the Secretary of Commerce at the Council's request es~blished by 
emergency rule a commercial 1,000-pound trip limit per vessel for red snapper, numerous 
vessels with bandit rigs and some with jigging rigs harvested red snapper from these reef 
tracts, (Minton, ADCNR, Personal Communication). Presumably, these vessels targeted the 
tracts because of their nearness to shore which allowed them to make more frequent trips 
during the short period the trip limit was in place. Each small reef supports only a limited 
snapper population which can be easily fished out. Persons constructing the reefs usually 
carefully regulate their harvest, fishing each reef at infrequent intervals to conserve the 
population and to allow fish to grow to larger sizes. The reefs cannot support a major 
commercial effort, such as occurred in 1992, but do support small localized commercial 
effortsby local fishermenwho constructed some of the reefs. The CouncU utilized vessel trip 
llmlts for 1993 as a method of extending the harvest period under the 1993 commercial quota 
for red snapper so that prices paid to fishermen remain higher. The Council Is proposing a 
simHarset of trip limits for managing the fishery in 1994, and delaying implementation of a 
limited access system untH 1995 to allow additional public Input into development of the 
measures. The state of Alabama, as the permit holder for the reef tracts requested the rule 
limiting gear for one or all of the tracts to prevent pulse overfishing under trip limits, and as 
being consistent with their artlflclal reef program. The conservative harvest of these red 
snapper populations from the reefs is consistent with the Council's program for rebuilding the 
stock of red snapper. 
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Impacts 

a. Fishery Resources: The preferred option is anticipated to enhance and promote 
conservation of fishery resources, thereby contribute to achieving OY and the 
FMP's management objectives. The principal management objective and OY Is to 
establish a harvest level for each stock which maintains, or Is expected to maintain 
over time, a survival rate of biomass Into the stock of spawning age to achieve at 
least a twenty percent SPA population level, relative to that which would occur with 
no fishing (Section 3.2.1 ). 

Most (60 to 70 percent) of the artfficlal reefs in the proposed SMZ tracts have been 
constructed by persons In the charter/head boat industry. In 1964, ADCNR 
personnel surveyed by SCUBA reefs constructed by Herbert Lowe, a charterboat 
operator (!N.Swingle, GMFMC, personal communication). Mr. Lowe Indicated that 
he had constructed slightly over one hundred reefs and indicated he fished each 
one no more frequently than once per year, and usually when he could not catch 
suitable amounts of coastal pelaglcs, through trolling, for his clientele. This, 
voluntarily reduced effort contributed significantly to conservation of the fishery 
resources, and especially to red snapper, which were a major component of the 
reef populations. This type of conservation ethic by persons constructing reefs has 
continued through the years. A 1993 ADCNC survey of 20 percent of the states' 
72 charterboat operators Indicated the average operator had 438 active artificial 
reefs they fished (S. Lazauski, ADCNR, personal communication). Of these reefs 
they had constructed, or had someone construct, an average of 247. A single reef 
was fished no more frequently than 5.9 times annually. To conservatively manage 
the fish on the reefs, all operators reported they moved off the reefs after taking a 
few fish, fished multiple reefs on a trip, and limited the number of hooks per line to 
no more than two. Of the operators that fished commercially on the reefs, each 
fished an average of 10.5 days annually over the past five years (only 43 percent 
of the operators reporting fished commercially). Of the reefs constructed, 14 
percent were In tract A, 31 percent In tract B, and 55 percent In tract C (Figure 7). 
No local commercial fishermen responded to the ADCNR survey and a very few 
recreational fishermen (N=3). Recreational fishermen reporting had constructed 
fewer reefs (4), fished each about four times annually, placed them closer inshore 
(tract B), used more hooks (2 to 4), and typically fished a single reef until pag limit 
was taken. 

The conservative harvest practices applied to the reefs by persons constructing and 
· fishing them, and especially the large number of reefs, has resulted In a large 
standing stock of reef fish, especially red snapper, In an area where natural reefs 
are almost absent. The Increased abundance of red snapper Is demonstrated by 
benthic trawl surveys by MMS (Figure 10) and as cited by Szedlmayer and Shipp 
(In Press) (see Figure 24). The gear regulation of the preferred option 
complements and Is consistent with conservative harvest practices, and thereby not 
only contributes toward achieving OY and the principal management objective, but 
also towardrestoration of the red snapper stock. Szedlrnayer and Shipp (In Press) 
conclude that the factors of faster growth rate, older age, high residency, higher 
CPUE than other areas, very few natural reefs associated with the area, and the 
extremely high numbers of artificial reefs, provide a strong case for production 
rather than attraction (or congregation) for the increased catches of red snapper 
(i.e., more than one-third of Gulf recreational landings in 1990). 
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The preferred option also addresses FMP objective 2: "To reduce user conflicts 
and nearshore fishing mortality." As Indicated in the discussion section above, 
conflict has arisen as a result of the pulse fishing situations created by the Council 
through commercial quotas and trip limits, because of the proximity to shore 
allowing more trips to be made. The preferred option also contributes to reduction 
of nearshore fishing mortality by reducing or stabilizing fishing power for each 
piece of gear. 

The preferred option also addresses FMP objective a (3.2.1): "To conserve reef fish 
habitats and Increase habitats In appropriate areas, and provide protection for 
juveniles while protecting existing and new habitats.• Requiring conservative fishing 
methods (3 hooks per llne) similar to those voluntarily utilized by the charterboat 
industry, may enhance continued Increases In habitat construction (see discussion 
under Human Environment for rejected options that follow). Bohnsack (1989) 
concluded that artificial reef production should be more important in locations 
isolated from natural reefs, which Is characteristic of the Alabama reef tracts. Since 
the shrimp industry approved placing of the reefs in the tracts, continued reef 
construction in these areas is also appropriate because the reefs do not interfere 
with trawling by the shrimp industry. Since the area is not trawled due to reefs, it 
affords protection to juvenile red snapper. 

In general, as long as conservative harvest practices are applied, the reefs 
should function similar to the marine sanctuaries advocated by Jim Bohnsack 
(NMFS). However, rather than being an area where all fishing la prohibited, 
as advocated by Bohnsack, they would be areas where a higher population 
density of reef fish exist due to the conservative harvest practices. The 
increased local abµndance, while not as high as for a sanctuary, would have 
many of the same benefits to the stocks. 

b. Discussion of Probable Ecological Effects of Artificial Reefs: The Issue of whether 
construction of artificial reefs contribute to increased production of reef fish or 
simply congregate them has long existed. If the latter case is true, then such reefs 
could potentially have a detrimental impact on restoration of an overfished stock 
by making fish more available for harvest and any benefits gained toward 
restoration would be dependent on controlling fishing effort on the reefs. 

Based on publications presented at the most recent conference on artificial reefs 
(Seaman and Sprage 1991), this issue still remains largely unresolved. However, 

· Szedlmayer and Shipp (In Press) suggest the large Alabama reef tracts contribute 
to Increased production of red snapper. 

Bohnsack (1989) summarized scientific literature on reefs and concluded that 
artificial reefs may not increase production of recruitment limited populations. 
Artificial reefs are unlikely to increase biomass for Intensively exploited or overfished 
populations without other management actions limiting harvest. . He pointed out 
that this is especially unlikely if growth of the population is effected during life 
history stages not dependent on reefs. Red snapper, at least, have many of these 
characteristics, recruitment of juvenUes is depressed by lowered SPR, recruitment 
of Juveniles to the fishery is depressed by trawl bycatch during the life history stage 
not dependent on reefs. Bohnsack (1989) points out that a fundamental biological 
law is that most animals populations exist close to the carrying capacity of an 
environment (which is supported by all aquacultural research where populations 
and environments are managed). This suggests since red snapper populations are 
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reduced from lowered recruitment that natural reef habitat should not be a function 
limiting population abundance, and consequently artificial reefs would contribute 
little to increased red snapper production. However, this would be actually be 
dependent on whether ecologically similar reef dependent species expanded In 
abundance to fill the carrying capacity of the natural reef environments as red 
snapper declined In abundance, as would be expected to happen in an ecosystem. 

Bohnsack (1989) concluded that artificial reef production should be more important 
for reef dependent species In locations more Isolated from natural reefs. This Is 
characteristic of the Alabama reef tracts (see discussion under human environment 
below) and of many of the offshore oil and gas structures off Louisiana and Texas. 

Bohnsack et al. (1991) reported on literature related to the ecology of artificial reefs. 
Some studies suggested that shelter from predation was likely more important than 
food in influencing abundance of fishes. Other studies found little difference in food 
content of fish from artificial reefs, natural reefs or fishing grounds off reefs, 
suggesting perhaps most of the fish foraged off the reefs. Other studies indicated 
an increase In abundance of fishes (in numbers and species) with increase in reef 
units per area. However, these numbers leveled off with higher (more dense) 
habitat complexity, suggesting the habitat carrying capacity of the area was 
reached. Some studies cited by Bohnsack et al. (1991) reported higher fish density 
on artificial reefs than on natural reefs. However, studies in California where 
standing stocks weremuch higher on artificial reefs attributed this to the larger 
bottom area Involved. Bohnsack et al. (1991) cited the need for more precisely 
controlled experiments with better sampling methodology to examine the ecology 
of reefs. 

Polovina (1991) cited examples from studies In Japan and Italy where catches for 
areas were increased slgnlflcantly for octopus, mussels and fish where suitable 
habitats were apparently limited. He concluded that it would require large-scale 
applications of artificial habitat to detect any impact on stock production and that 
most studies cited were too small to detect these impacts. He cautioned that easily 
accessible reefs may just . redistribute a stock aggregating it at a density that is 
sufficient to support a fishery. He also pointed out that If trawling results in high 
mortality of juvenUes that reef placement could be used to reduce that mortality by 
making the area unsuitable to trawling. 

Szedlmayer and Shipp (In Press) studied snappers associated with the Alabama 
. reef tracts. They aged and measured fish for growth determination, tagged fish for 
determination of movement, conducted trawl surveys, and compared those 
analyses to previous studies. They concluded, no single factor is evidence for 
production as the primary mechanism of increased catches off Alabama. However, 
combined with the factors of faster growth, older age, high residency, greater 
numbers than anywhere else In the Gulf or Atlantic, very few natural reef habitats, 
and extremely high numbers of artificial reefs, provide a strong case for increased 
productions rather than attraction. (See Figures 1 o and 24 for benthic surveys of 
abundance). 

The senior author of this SEIS offers the following observations on the issue 
recognizing that the carrying capacity of each oceanic area In terms of the prey 
forage base Is consistent with the environmental conditions for that area, including 
available primary nutrients, and the fact this prey forage base cannot be converted 
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Into reef-dependent species If there are no reefs and these fish are either rare or 
absent from the area. 

For both natural and artlflclal reefs a large portion of the fish biomass Is dependent 
on food by foraging in areas surrounding the reef. Night and day-time observations 
of a tropical coral reef In the Virgin Islands by glass-bottomed barge Indicated that 
most of the population moved off the reef at night to feed CH-Swingle, Personal 
Communication). The herbivores and omnivorous moved off to surrounding 
seagrass flats to feed, followed by many plscivorous species who stationed 
themselves behind low relief objects near the grass flats. Fish remaining on the 
reef were primarily those feeding on coral or associated symbiotic algae and some 
predators such as moray eels. During daylight almost all of the fish returned to the 
reef. 

Since adult reef fish tend to congregate around reefs or other objects with relief 
above the bottom, the absence of such habitat appears to limit the abundance of 
many speciesdespite the fact they forage off the reef. Possibly this occurs 
because the range they forage over is limited by necessity to return to the reef 
each day. Placing artificial reefs in areas where there is little or no bottom relief 
appears to create a foraging range previously not utilized by the reef fish. This 
likely results in a change of the species diversity of such an area to be 
predominantly reef-associated species. This probably results in part of the forage 
fish Inhabiting the area being converted Into reef fish biomass, where previously 
that did not occur, thus Increasing production. This certainly appears to be the 
case for the Alabama reef tracts (Figure 1 0). Figure 1 o depicts benthic surveys 
conducted under contract to Minerals Management Service for red snapper and 
Indicates annual abundance levels in the north-eastern Gulf to be several hundred 
times higher for the area of the Alabama artificial reef tracts than for other areas. 
Figure 24 (Szedlmayer and Shipp In Press) shows more recent benthlc surveys as 
compared to known number of reefs. 

c. Human Environment: The Council selected a preferred option applying the gear 
restriction to all of the tracts. Recognizing that it will be beneficial In restoring the 
stocks to llmit effort on the reefs, the Council Is proposing that no more than 3 
hooks per line be utilized. Goodyear (1992) pointed out that under a reduced stock 
level handllne type gear (rods and reels and bandit rigs) can catch a large portion 
of the smaller local stocks, even to the last remaining fish and, therefore, catch per 
unit effort may be a poor Indicator of stock size. He pointed out that the number 

• caught Is related,In part, to how rapidly this gear can be deployed and retrieved. 
The number of hooks used In each deployment also affects the number caught. 

The offshore area In which the Alabama reef tracts have been established contains 
no known coral reefs. The southern portion of reef tract B contains a small 
outcropping with a relief of 5 to 1 0 meters. Associated with this are about 50 areas 
of outcropping with relief less than 5 meters, some of which are less than 1 o feet 
In length (Laswell et al, 1990) This is what Is known locally as the "Trysler Grounds" 
(Tatum, ADCNR, Personal Communication). The remainder of the bottom is 
homogenous, featureless, sandy bottom. With the exception of the small rocky 
reefs constituting the Trysler Grounds there were no natural reefs off Alabama. The 
artificial reef program carried out over the past 40 years which accelerated with the 
creation of the general permits has greatly Increased the availability of reef fish off 
Alabama. The large number of Individual reefs created In the tracts has converted 
the fish fauna of the area from predominantly species associated with sand bottoms 
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to those associated with reefs, Including particularly red snapper. Because of the 
large number of individual active reefs (5,000 to 7,000, i.e., exact number "active" 
unknown because of short life span of 4 to 7 years for reefs) a large, localized 
population of red snapper has been established in the area that yields much higher 
charter vessel CPUE than other Gulf areas (NMFS, Channel 68). 

Historically, the only natural reefs In the nearshore waters off Alabama (Trysler 
Grounds) were commercially fished primarily by charter vessels during their off 
season (fall/winter months). The commercial reef fish vessels based in the area 
(i.e., Pensacola, Florida, Alabama, and Mississippi) during the 1970's and 1980's 
were principally distant water operations fishing off the Texas/Louisiana shelf, 
Mexico (until 1981) and occasionally central America (Reef Fish FMP, GMFMC, 
1981). Those operating from Alabama rarely fished the Trysler Grounds (Tatum, 
ADCNR, Personal Communication). However, vessels occasionally fished further 
offshore of northwest Florida and east Alabama In statistical zone 1 o (Figure 9) with 
annual catches of red snapper from the zone during the 1980's and 1990's ranging 
between about 400 to 100 thousand pounds (Goodyear, 1992 -Tables 18, 19, and 
20). 

Historically, the artificial reefs were placed off Alabama primarily by the charter 
vessels and through charter associations. Automobile bodies placed offshore in 
the 1950's (which have long since deteriorated) by the state of Alabama was at the 
request of the charter association. They also initiated the Congressional action that 
resulted In Liberty ships being available to Gulf states for reefs. Under the general 
Corps of Engineers permits for the Alabama reef tracts most of the reefs were 
constructed by the charterboat Industry, followed by recreational fishermen. 
Comparison of the 1992 reef fish commercial vessel permits (201) for vessels based 
in the area (Pensacola, Florida, through Biloxi, Mississippi) with the artificial reef file 
maintained by the state of Alabama under the general permits for reef construction, 
indicated only eleven commercial permit holders (all from Alabama) had placed 
reefs in the tracts (Tatum, ADCNR, Personal Communication). Ten of these were 
charter vessel operators who held commercial permits. Some additional reefs may 
have been constructed by commercial vessel operators prior to the general permits 
(before 1986) or under Individual permit from the Corps of Engineers. Most of the 
effort and expense related to creating reefs, and replacing them as they deteriorate, 
has been by charter and recreational fishermen. A contractor from Orange Beach, 
Alabama indicated he had placed about 7,000 automobile bodies offshore since 
1986 usually for a fee of $180 per automobile (David Walters, Personal 

. Communication). About 60 to 70 percent were transported each year for charter 
vessel customers and 30 to 40 percent for recreational customers. Most of the 
cars were placed In tract C. Total cost over the period was in excess of $1 million. 

Interviews with charter vessel operators in the Orange Beach, Alabama area 
indicated during the period the commercial red snapper fishery was open during 
1992 (the first 53 days and from April 3 to May 14 under the 1,000 pound trip limit) 
that fishing activity In the reef tracts was about 60 percent private, 30 percent 
charter, and 10 percent commercial, including out of state boats (Tatum, ADCNR, 
Personal Communication). Some of the Alabama charter vessels fished 
commercially. During 1992 Alabama commercial landings of red snapper was 
62,000 pounds and total catch reported from statistical zone 1 O (all offshore waters 
between 87 degrees and 88 degrees west longitude - Figure 9) was 130,000 
pounds (Goodyear, 1992 - Tables 17 and 18). 
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Most commercial vessels In the Gulf utilize bandit rigs which are more efficient {I.e., 
faster retrieval rate and usually many more hooks). The preferred option would 
continue to allow bandit rigs to be fished In the reef tracts but with only three 
hooks per line. The Intent is to continue to allow both commercial and recreational 
fishing on the tracts, but to regulate gear consistent with the avallabHlty of fish. The 
Council recognized that most bandit rigs cannot be easily disconnected and 
stowed, especially hydraulic rigs. The preferred option does not eliminate the use 
of other gear In the reeftract areas to fishermen who have traditionally used the 
area {see Discussion section above on gear limitations proposed), with the possible 
exception of longlines utilized for targeting reef fish which would be prohibited In 
the tracts. The use of this gear Is currently prohibited In all the tracts except the 
outer seaward portion of tract C, i.e., seaward of 50 fathoms (see Figures 6 and 7). 
The useof such longlines In tract Chas never been reported, and likely would have 
been reported by other fishermen If the gear was utilized (Minton/Tatum, ADCNR, 
Personal Communication). Most longlines for reef fish are used in the grouper 
fishery off Florida. 

In 1993, ADCNR surveyed 20 percent of the state's 72 charterboat operators (S. 
Lazauskl, personal communication) with the respondents indicating that, for each 
year over the past five years, they saw an average of 27 commercial vessels 
equipped with bandit rigs, fishing the proposed SMZ reef tracts. This gives only a 
very general estimate of commercial bandit vessel participation on the reefs since 
there is no way to determine the multiple sighting of the same vessel or undetected 
vessels. If each was a separate sighting, then as many as 374 vessel trips may 
have occurred annually. Although this Is unlikely, it still is Indicative of low 
participation levels on the reef tracts {I.e.,37 trips annually for 10 vessels or 19 trips 
annually for 20 vessels, etc.). Seven commercial fishermen provided the Council 
with form letters distributed by Save America's Seafood Industry coalition, 
Indicating they fished the area over periods ranging from 1 O to 40 years. 
Approximately seven other bandit fishermen previously testified to the Council that 
they fished or previously fished the area. A total of 1 o persons in Alabama hold 
reef fish commercial vessel permits from charterboat Industry, and 13 other vessels 
hold red snapper endorsements. Commercial landings of red snapper In Alabama 
ports averaged 55 thousand pounds annually for the 1990-1992 period (Goodyear 
1992, Table 17). The portion taken from the reef tracts Is not known. From the 
discussion above, It is estimated that up to 20, or occasionally 30 bandit vessels 
may be affected by the preferred 3-hook option for the proposed SMZs. Council 
staff asked fishermen {calling the office for copies of draft Amendment 7) that used 

. bandit rigs, how many hooks were typically used. The numbers ranged from 2 to 
30, with the averageof the low to high range being 8.2 to 10.2 hooks per line. Ron 
Anderson{ReefFish AP) pointed out that, although he usually used 1 O hooks, 
under pulse fishing situations he used 15 hooks. That may be typical of most 
fishermen. Using the averages above, the 3-hook proposal would reduce hooks 
by 63 to 70 percent. The relationship between number of hooks used and usual 
catch of fish Is unknown, but the reduction in fish Is likely to be less than the 
reduction In hooks. The 1993 ADCNR survey (S. l.aziluskl, personal 
communication)indicatedcharter vessels fishing the proposed SMZs limited hooks 
to no more than 2, and recreational fishermen to 2 to 4 hooks. These levels are 
consistent with efforts of persons constructing the reefs to maximize the enjoyment 
of fishing whlle conservatively harvesting fish from the reefs. 

Although the hook restriction would adversely affect efficiency of bandit boats, they 
are not excluded from fishing the reefs. The proposed measure would require 
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more conservative harvest from the reefs. Since, under the current quotas, the 
commercial sector has been able to harvest the annual red snapper quota in a 
relatively short period, the 3-hook restriction is unlikely to significantly affect 
opportunity for bandit vessels to harvest their share and contributes to conservation 
of the fishery resources. 

Longline vessels are not known to have fished the outer area (beyond SO fathoms) 
of proposed SMZ tract C. Data on longline vessel annual harvest of red snapper 
from NMFS Statistical Area 1 o (2,250 pounds) suggest they do not fish the area. 
The retrieval process for bringing longllne gear aboard a vessel may discourage Its 
use In the artificial reef areas due to likelihood of hanging on car bodies or other 
deteriorating material. 

Conservative use of the fishery resources on the reefs will primarily benefit the 
coastal community of Orange Beach, Alabama, the economy of which is 
significantly dependent upon persons travelling to the area to fish from the 70 
charter vessels (Gene Myers public testimony-Appendix B). The value to this local 
economy of the charter fleet, estimated by the Chamber of Commerce, was in 
excess of $1 O million annually. 

The measure limiting gear requires enforcement at sea. However, as there are 
always numerous vessels fishing the tracts, especially the two nearshore ones, It 
is anticipated that these fishermen will report any observed violations to 
enforcement agencies who could Intercept the vessels. However, prosecution 
would require the violation be documented, and If compliance Is poor, benefits of· 
the preferred options would be reduced. The CouncU's Law Enforcement Advisory 
Panel concluded rules could be enforced for the SMZs. The preferred option will 
help maintain a higher population density of red snapper which should help in 
restoring the stock. 

d. Physical Environment: Using the outside dimensions of reef material it was 
estimated that the reefs (excluding those that have likely deteriorated) occupy 
about 523 thousand cubic meters (Ralph Havard, ADCNR, Personal 
Communication). Material other than the three sunken oil rigs occupies about 156 
thousand cubic meters. Assuming that each of the 5,000 small reefs occupies a 
20 x 20 foot space on the bottom (a couple of automobile bodies plus lower profile 
material), these reefs would occupy 2.0 million square feet of bottom. Assuming 
all other reef material (three oil rigs, five liberty ships, boats, barges, railway cars, 

· concrete culverts and bridge rubble occupied 1.0 milllon square feet (a significant 
overestimate) then less than 0.09 percent of the bottom physical environment has 
been changed In the three reef tracts (820 square mUes). The principal advantages 
of the large areas are that (1) a larger forage base of prey species Is available, (2) 
the shrimp Industry approved the areas for reefs so material would not be placed 
off Alabama In more productive shrimping areas and (3) it encourages private 
Initiative to construct reefs since those persons may place their reefs anywhere in 
the tracts with only them (and the state) having LORAN coordinates of the reef and 
with the hope that no one else will find the reef. The preferred option may enhance 
the motivation to construct reefs and may result In a greater portion of the physical 
environment being temporarily altered (until material deteriorates). The 
construction of reefs is likely to continue without the preferred option, but the 
motivation to do so may be reduced. 
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In order for any entity to obtain a permit for construction of artificial reefs they must 
apply to the Corps of Engineers (COE) and, In some Instances, to appropriate state 
agencies. The permit application for a reef or reef-complex Is broadly distributed 
to all affected federal and state agencies (Including EPA which has authority over 
ocean dumping and water quallty) and to the public Including fishermen and fishing 
associations that may be affected. Based on comments received by the COE on 
the application and/or on analyses by its staff, the COE makes a determination 
whether the proposed project requires an EIS or EA and declares a FONSI (finding 
of no significant Impact). As part of this process the material for reef construction 
is examined for potential Impact to the environment. Fifteen years ago, material for 
reefs off Alabama was Inspected by agents of EPA, COE, Fish and WUdlife Service 
and the state fishery resource and pollution control agencies, and usually by all of 
these agents. More recently these agencies have coordinated such Inspections 
with usually a state or federal agency completing the Inspection. 

For the Alabama reef tracts the COE prepared cumulative EAs as each tract or 
portion there of was permitted. The EAscited no adverse effects on the physical 
environment, including the water quality or other elements of the environment 
required to be considered under NEPA. Because these EAs have already 
considered the projects and cumulative impacts under NEPA this amendment 
incorporates them by reference. (Copies are available from the Council or COE, 
Mobile District office.). 

e. Ocean and CoastalHabitats: This option Is anticipated to enhance the motivation 
to continue to construct artificial reefs In the reef tracts and for current participants 
to bear the cost of such construction. If this Is the case,ocean habitat for reef fish 
willbe maintained and Increased. 

f. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands, since the reef tracts are all In the EEZ. 

g. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: This option will have no effect on 
threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals. None of the fishing 
activity on the reefs should affect these animals. 

Rejected Option 1: Requirethat persons fishing be limited to use of certain gear that 
utilize no more than three hooksper line for the following reef tracts: 

a. The two northern tracts (Aand B); or 
b. One or more of the tracts; or 
c. Status quo - none of the tracts. 

Ralacted Option 2 for Allowable Gear: 

Gear allowed by peraons fishing the reef tracts selected above will be hand-held rod and 
reel only, and: · 

a. Other prohibited gear aboard a vessel must be stored or not rigged for fishing, or 
b. Vessels with other prohibited gear must transit the reef tract without stopping to fish. 
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Discussion andImpacts: 

These options were rejected by the Council because they felt it was important to limit the 
gear utilized in directed fisheries for reef fish by recreational and commercial fishermen to all 
three tracts and not to restrict commercial fishermen to the use of hand-held rods. 
Recognizing that vessels are unlikely to add more crew members to fish more lines, the 
three-hookper line requirement was judged to be appropriate to limit fishing power 
(fishing efficiency) by vesselson the small reef fish aggregations of these small artificial 
reefs (frequently consisting of a single automobile body), that are easily overfished. 
Most commercial reef fish vessels are equipped with power assisted bandit rigs which allow 
a small crew to fish efficiently. The Council's Intent was to continue to allow both commercial 
and recreational fishing in the proposed SMZs, under the three-hook restriction. Rejected 
Option (2) would have prohibited the commercial fishermen from either using bandit gear or 
from fishing while that gear was on board. 

a. Fishery Resources: Rejected Option (1) (c), the status quo, would have continued 
to expose the small artificial reefs to higher fishing power, especially under the 
pulse fishing situations created by the Council by requiring red snapper commercial 
quotas and vessel trip limits to restore the stock. These situations result in the 
affected persons trying to catch their share for each trip as rapidly as possible and 
making as many trips as possible before the quota is taken. The small populations 
of the individual reefs may be overfished, eliminating or reducing harvest potential 
of the affected reefs for the remainder of the year. Options (1) (a) and (b) were 
rejected because the majority of reef placement since 1986 has been In tract C 
(see Human Environment impact discussion under Preferred Option). 

b. Human Environment: Option (2) was rejected because it would have prevented 
commercial vessels with bandit gear or gear other than hand-held rods from fishing 
or would have created a significant burden and expense associated with removal 
and storage of this gear each time a vessel fished the area. Most commercial 
vessels make trips of many days duration and fish many areas during a trip. 
Removal and storage of the gear while fishing the SMZ tracts and then rerigging 
the gear for fishing other areas would be a burdensome problem. 

Option (1), Including status quo (no SMZs), was rejected because fishermen 
constructing the reefs have created a unique, productive fishing area, with high 
population densities and at considerable cost (see Human Environment impact 
section of Preferred Option). The fishing practices used by these fishermen 

. promote conservation of fishery resources and benefit restoration of red snapper. 
The reefs have an effective life span, before deteriorating, of 4 to 7 years and must, 
therefore, be continuously replaced. A perception of unfair harvesting practices 
by one user group may result in persons constructing reefs being less willing to 
bear that cost. Suboptions (a) and (b) under Option (1) were rejected because 
reefs have been place In all three tracts with emphasis on tract C. 

C. Physical Environment: There is no impact on the physical environment from the 
options. The status quo suboptlon of Rejected Option (1) would have allowed 
greater fishing power to be applied to the reefs with greater harvests occurring 
during periods of pulse fishing for red snapper. 

d. Ocean and CoastalHabitats: Suboption (1) (c) may have had the effect that 
participants bearing the cost of reef construction would reduce that activity 
resulting In loss of reef fish habitat as existing reefs deteriorated (life span of the 
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reefs Is 4 to 7 years). Other suboptlons under (1) would have similar effects as the 
preferred option. Suboptlons under (2) would have no effect on these habitats. 

e. FloodPlains and Wetlands: These options will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands, as reef tracts are in the EEZ. 

f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: These options will have no effect on 
threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals. 

2. FrameworkProcedure torSpecialManagement Zones

Special management zones (SMZs) established under this proposed framework procedure 
would likely be related to artificial reefs. As Indicated under Section 3.2.2.2.1 artificial reefs 
have been constructed offshore In the Gulf by governmental and other entitles since at least 
the 1950s. 

Recognizing the escalation of such activity Congress In 1984 enacted the National Fishing 
Enhancement Act (P.L 98-623, Title Ill). This act provides for an orderly process for reef 
construction in federal waters to enhance fishery resources and provide for access and 
utilization by recreational and commercial fishermen while minimizing conflicts among 
competing uses of the waters and resources in such waters. Its principal sponsor, Mr. John 
Breaux, recognized both the potential benefits of such reefs and the potential for obstruction 
of competing use of the water column and bottoms (e.g., shrimp trawling). The Act provided 
that the Secretary of Commerce (NOAA)would develop a national plan, In coordination with 
other governmental entitles, that would provide for siting, construction, monitoring and 
management criteria. The Act also specified conditions under which the Secretary of the 
Army (COE) would Issue permits for reef construction which Included wide dissemination of 
permit applications, full consideration of the views of persons and entitles affected by 
proposed construction, the NOAA national plan criteria, and the standards and criteria of the 
Act, Including assignments of llablllty for the reef. Civil penalties were provided for violations 
of the permit conditions. NOAA (1985) prepared the National Artificial Reef Plan which 
provided guidelines on siting, construction, design, regulatory requirements, management, 
liability and research needs. The Gulf states, independently and cooperatively through the 
Gulf State Marine Fisheries Commission, developed artificial reef plans based on the Act and 
NOAA national plan. 

The Rigs for Reefs conferences hosted by the Secretary of Interior resulted in revision of the 
MMS rules requiring that obsolete oN and gas structures be removed from the waters after 
production ceases. This allowed the structures to be donated to the states for reefs either 
erect, in place or disassembled and sunk. The legislatures of Louisiana and Texas 
established trust funds supporting their reef programs into which the oil and gas industry 
deposits a portion of cost savings accruing to them by disposing of the obsolete structure 
at sea rather than on shore. The funds support maintaining buoys and other navigation aides 
on the reefs and other costs of the programs. These states have designated areas where 
these structures can be moved and sunk (see Figure 23 for Louisiana planning areas). This 
consolidation of structures reduces navigation hazards and obstructions to shrimping while 
retaining this artificial reef material. 

Louisiana, Texas, and Alabama have programs where the state Is the principal entity 
constructing reefs and obtaining COE permits for the reefs. In Florida, the municipalities and 
especially counties are the principal entities obtaining COE permits and constructing reefs. 
This state provides some funding to these entities for reef construction, principally 
Wallop/Breaux federal aid (sport fishing restoration funds). In Mississippi, a non-profit 
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corporation (Mississippi Gulf Fishing Banks, Inc.) established in cooperation with the counties 
and partially funded by state Wallop/Breaux funds constructs most offshore reefs. 

Although the environmental effects for each SMZ established under the framework will be 
determined and Included In the EA or EIS that accompanies the regulatory amendment, a 
general overview of environmental Issues Is provided here. The environmental effect and 
cumulative environmental effect of reef complexes or state programs on the physical 
environment can be readily determined from permit records of the COE or state records in 
the case of general permits granted to the state (e.g., Alabama). These records describe the 
reef material, location, and other characteristics which can be used to Indicate the area and 
volume of the physical environment altered. Under these permits, all material is inspected 
or otherwise determined (e.g., oil structures) to be environmentally safe to water quality and 
the ecosystem. 

The environment effect and cumulative effect on fishery resources and the human 
environment can not be as easHy determined. Studies of each reef complex site before and 
for many years after construction would be necessary to assess effects on the fishery 
resources and their value to persons harvesting from the area. This has not been generally 
done in the Gulf, although some studies have examined the rate of population increase for 
invertebrate animals and fish for individual reefs. Data collected on recreational and 
commercial landings usually does not allow separation of those data into catches from 
specific artificial reefs or reef complexes; therefore, no complete census of landings is 
possible. Some studies have examined catches of selected fishermen from reefs (e.g., 
Stanley and Wilson 1990). Ditton and Graefe (1978), described the socioeconomic profiles 
of fishermen fishing artificial reefs off Texas, including costs and motivations. Reef fish 
landings by charter vessels off eastern Alabama could likely be all attributed to the artificial 
reefs as natural reefs are largely non-existent within the range of a dally trip (see 3.2.2.2. 1) 
but data on their landings prior to construction of the reefs is not available. 

The requirements of the National Fishing Enhancement Act and thereby the COE permit 
process address the effect of user conflict for use of the water bottom and resource through 
its public comment process and permit conditions. The major user group conflict, especially 
in the northern and western Gulf, Is for use of the bottom for shrimp trawling which would be 
prevented by construction of the reefs. This Issue Is addressed In the permit process and 
through state programs, which generally prohibit construction in prime shrimping ar~s. The 
state agencies regularly file objections to such permits by other entities and coordinate with 
the shrimp industry In locating reef areas In their programs. The Texas and Louisiana 
programs will consolidate the 3,100 oil and gas structures which are scattered off their coasts 
into designated areas as they become obsolete, increasing trawlable area. User conflicts for 
SMZs considered under the framework will be described at that time for each proposed gear 
restriction. 

When artificial reefs are placed offshore In areas remote from natural reefs the fish fauna of 
the area Is altered with reef-associated species replacing principally some of the biomass of 
groundflsh In that area. Some of the groundfish species remain in the proximity of the 
artificial reef and are likely preyed upon by plscivorous reef fish. If the reef has a high profile 
it frequently also attracts schooling mid-water herrings and other schooling small prey 
species and migratory predators such as amberjack, all of which contribute to the 
productivity of the area. The groundflsh displaced are generally not targeted by recreational 
fishermen offshore or by commercial fishermen, except for the industrial groundfish industry 
for pet food, due to their low value. 
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PROPOSED FRAMEWORK MEASURE FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT ZONES lSMZl 

The SAFMC Snapper-Grouper FMP includes a framework measure for establishing special 
management zones by regulatory amendment. This measure, as modified by the Council, 
is as follows: 

Upon request to the Council from the permittee (possessor of a Corps of Engineers permit) 
for any artificial reef or fish attraction device (or other modification of habitat for the purpose 
of fishing), the modified area and an appropriate surrounding area may be designated as a 
Special Management Zone (SMZ), with rules that prohibit or regulate the use of specific types 
of fishing gear that are not compatible with the most effective use of the area. This may be 
done by regulatory amendment under the following criteria and procedure: 

1. A monitoring team9 will evaluate the request In the form of a 
written report considering the following criteria: 

a. Fairness and equity of proposed rules. 

b. Promotes conservation of the resource. 

c. Does not result In excessive shares. 

d. Ensures SMZs are consistent with the objectives of the FMP, the Magnuson Act, 
and other applicablelaw. 

e. Considers the natural bottom in and surrounding potential SMZs and impacts 
on historical uses. 

f. Determine the environment Impacts and cumulative impacts on the environment 
of each SMZ, after consideration of the Environmental Assessment (EA) 
prepared by the Corps of Engineers in issuing the permit for the reef site. 

2. The Advisory Panel (AP) and/or Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) will 
review the report and associated documents and advise the Council. The Council 
Chairman may schedule meetings of the SSC and AP for this purpose. The 
CouncH Chairman will also schedule one or more public hearings in the area 
affected. 

3. ·The CouncU, following review of the team's report; supporting data; the SSC, AP, 
and public comments; and other relevant Information, may recommend to the 
Southeast Regional Director of the National Marine Fisheries Service (RD) that a 
SMZ with appropriate proposed rules on fishing be approved. Such a 
recommendation would be accompanied by all relevant background data. 

4. The RD wUI review the Council's recommendation, and If he __ concurs In the 
recommendation, will propose regulations in accordance with the 
recommendations. He may also reject the recommendation, providing written 
reasons for rejection. 
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5. If the RD concurs In the Councll's recommendations, he shall publish proposed 
regulations in the Federal Register and shall afford a reasonable period for public 
comment which is consistent with the urgency of the need to implement the 
management measure(s). 

Preferred Option: Adopt the framework measure in the FMP. 

RejectedOption: Status quo - do not adopt the framework measure. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

a. Fishery Resources: Adoption of the measure would give the Council the option to 
reject or accept and Implement other special management zones by regulatory 
amendment rather than by amending the FMP. Applying certain gear restrictions 
may be beneflcial to maintaining and restoring stocks or local abundance in certain 
areas. Each case could be decided based on Its own merits and the environmental 
effects and ecological impacts assessed at that time. 

b. Human Environment: Adoption of the measure may result in a proliferation of 
requests for SMZs, greatly taxing the Council's time and budget. Specific 
socioeconomic Impacts would be determined for each proposed designation of a 
SMZ. These would be included in the EA (or EIS) submitted with the regulatory 
amendment. 

Concern has been expressed that the framework may result In a great acceleration 
of artificial reef construction and of restrictions on harvest for existing artificial reefs 
or artificial reef complexes. The anticipated effects related to this concern would 
be that more bottom would be occupied by reefs obstructing the use of the bottom 
by other fishermen (principally vessels using bottom trawls) and reducing harvest 
efficiency through gear restrictions thereby making commercial reef fish fishing 
impractical in these areas (some of which may have been fished commercially 
before reefs wereconstructed). The preferred option may encourage additional 
reef construction within an area If the Council through the framework were to 
designate the area a SMZ. However, it would seem unlikely to result In a general 
Increase In reef construction In anticipation of obtaining a SMZ designation. 
Increases in artlflcial reefs will continue to be regulated by state and local 
government (prlnclpally counties) programs that must bear the costs associated 
with construction and U.S. Coast Guard buoying requirements and which must 
assume the navigation liability associated with the reefs. These entities along with 
appropriate federal agencies, fishing associations and the public will continue to 

-address the Issue of multiple use of bottoms or waters for a proposed reef site 
under the COE permitting process [see discussion under 3.2.2.2.1 (d)]. The criteria 
used by the scientific monitoring team under the framework, reviews by AP and 
SSC, publlc hearings, and final testimony before the Council should assure the 
fairness of any gear restrictions implemented for a SMZ. 

C. Physical Environment: No impacts by adoption of measure. Specific impacts 
would be determined for each proposed designation of a SMZ and included in the 
EA for the regulatory amendment implementing a SMZ. As indicated in the 
discussion for Alabama SMZs a EA Is usually prepared for each artificial reef 
project by the COE and would be considered, along with other information, by the 
monitoring team and Council In assessing environmental Impacts. 

d. Ocean and Coastal Habitats: Specific effects would be evaluated for each 
proposedSMZ. 

e. Flooct Plains and Wetlands: Specific effects would be evaluated for each proposed 
SMZ. 
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f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: Specific effects would be evaluated 
for each proposed SMZ. 

3.2.2.3 Landing Requirements 

Preferred Option: Require all flnflsh taken or landed from the EEZ, excluding oceanic 
migratory species, be landedwith heads and fins Intact. (Possession of fish in other 
forms for bait 10 on a vessel Is allowed.) 

Rejected Option 1: Requirethat all reef fish speciesIn the fishery be landed with heads 
and fins intact (I.e., whole but eviscerated). 

Rejected Option 2: Status quo - requirement appliesonly to reef fish with minimum size 
limits. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Council selected as Its preferred option the requirement that all finfish, other than oceanic 
migratory species managed under the authority of NMFS, be landed with heads and fins 
intact (fish may be eviscerated, gilled and scaled). Oceanic migratory species include sharks, 
tuna, swordfish, and the billflshes which are subject to other rules under NMFS FMPs. 
Sharks, tuna, and swordfish must be headed at sea to preserve the quality of the flesh and 
some species are subject to minimum carcass lengths under these FMPs. The Council Is 
proposing this option because under current rules most fish can be filleted at sea which 
creates a problem In enforcing size limits and closed seasons that apply to certain species. 
The Council's preferred option Is consistent with landing rules of most Gulf states. 

a. Fishery Resources: Currently under the Reef Fish and Mackerel FMPs, all species 
with minimum size llmlts must be landed with heads and fins Intact (I.e., whole but 
eviscerated). This Is required so that compliance with the minimum size can be 
monitored. The size limits are very important In increasing yield per recruit for 
certain stocks and prohibiting landing of sexually immature fish for certain other 
species. Minimum sizes are not applied to all species since that type of 
management Is not currently required for some stocks. However, by not applying 
the landing requirement to all flnflsh, fishermen may legally fillet unregulated 
species at sea. After a fish has been filleted, It becomes very difficult or Impossible 
to determine which species It Is, providing an opportunity to land illegal fish . 

. Therefore, the councU's preferred option is to require all fish, except oceanic 
migratory species,be landed with heads and fins intact to enhance compliance and 
enforcement of size llmlts and quota closures. 

b. Hyman Environment: The preferred option Is unlikely to cause any adverse 
economic Impact. Almost all commercial landings, with the exception of some 

10 For purposes of the measure, bait includes: (1) Packaged, headless fish fillets, with skin attached, of species of low 
exvessel value which are frozen, refrigerated, or salted in brine containers, and (2) Small pieces (2 or 3 inches or smaller) 
or strips (3 x 9 inches or smaller) cut from fillets with skin attached and packaged in cold storage or held in brine 
containers. Species normally utilized for reef fish bait include, but are not limited to, ladyfish (skipjack), Atlantic mackerel, 
blue runner, crevalle and other similar Jacka, bonito Olttle tunny), bluefish, mullet, and other species that normally can be 
distinguished by their skin from regulated species. 
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oceanic migratory species, consist of whole fish that are landed whole but gutted. 
Most Gulf states also require all fish (with exceptions for sharks and certain other 
large fish) to be landed whole but eviscerated. Mississippi requires all saltwater fish 
be landed with heads and fins Intact. Louisiana and Texas apply that requirement 
to all fish other than very large species. Florida applies the same requirement to 
most fish, e.g., all reef fish, drums, coastal migratory pelagics, etc. Extending the 
requirement to fish from the EEZ facilitates state enforcement and closes a 
loophole In enforcement of federal size limits and quota closures. 

c. Physical Environment: No Impacts on physical environment. 

d. Ocean and CoastalHabitats: This option will have no effect on ocean or coastal 
habitats. 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or 
wetlands. 

f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: This option will have no effect on 
threatened or endangered species or on marine mammals. 

3.2.2.4 Permit Requirements 

As indicated in the Amendment 5 section on Problems Requiring a Plan Amendment, the 
FMP currently requires that for a vessel permit to be reissued annually the applicant must be 
able to demonstrate that more than 50 percent of his/her income was derived from 
commercial or charter fishing In one of the two previous calendar years. Because of the 
short duration of the 1992 commercial fishing season for red snapper and the potential that 
a similar fishing pulse may rapidly harvest the 1993 red snapper commercial quota, some 
commercial fisherman may lose the right to participate In the fishery by being unable to meet 
that qualification In 1994. Therefore, the Council considered the following alternatives: 

Preferred Option: Status Quo - No change, retain the current requirement. 

Rejected Option 1: Require that permittees meet the earned income requirement basedon 
records from one of the three previous calendar years. 

Rejected Option 2: Allow permittees to disregard income earned in 1992 in meeting the 
current requirement for renewal of a permit. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The CouncH selected as Its preferred option status quo (no change). This option was selected 
because the Council ls proceeding with development of a limited access system for the red snapper 
fishery which would have the effect of limiting participation In an already overcapitalized fishery. 
Therefore, they rejectedoptions that would have altered the current permit criteria, liberalizing 
participation requirements, and because those requirements may change under the limited access 
system, as proposed in Draft Amendment 7. 

a. Fishery Resources: Rejected Options (1) and (2) would have made the Income requirement 
more liberal possiblyresulting In more vessels remaining In the fishery, which is already 
overcapitalized. This would be unlikely to have a measurable ecological impact on fish 
stocks regulated by annual quotas, since fishing for those stocks would be terminated on 
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reaching the quotas. It may have had an Impact on other unregulated species through 
greater fishing pressure, thereby hastening the time when quotas for those stocks are 
necessary. 

b. Human Environment: Rejected Options (1) and (2) were proposed to alleviate potential 
socioeconomic Impacts on fishermen who may be displaced from the fishery in 1994 under 
the current rule. This would occur If the fishing derby which occurred in 1992 reoccurs in 
1993 and If fishermen affected were required to take other employment for a greater part of 
those years resulting In more than 50 percent of their earned Income being from the other 
employment. This Is more likely to occur In the western Gulf where red snapper Is the 
predominant species and the opportunity to target other species is more limited. The 
Council's proposed red snapper rule for 1993 while attempting to spread out the landings 
over a greater portion of the year, also proposes to allocate a greater portion of the 
commercial quota to vessels with historical records of participation in the red snapper fishery. 
Therefore, many permlttees entering the fishery in 1992 may not meet the income 
requirements for a permit In 1994 based on landings of reef fish. However, many of these · 
permlttees are In other fisheries, such as shrimping, and would qualify based on that income. 

Rejected Option (1) would allow permlttees to qualify for renewal of permits in 1994 based 
on records for any one of the three calendar years preceding the renewal date (birth date of 
permittee) for their permit. This option would be consistent with the time period of the 
commercial vessel permit Income requirement for king and Spanish mackerel. It is the more 
liberal of the options, In that the three-year qualification period would be permanent. 

Rejected Option (2) would retain the two-year qualification period, but allow the permit 
applicant to exclude 1992 In meeting the requirement. The Preferred Option would retain the 
current requirement, and thereby consideration of Income earned In 1992 and 1993 as a basis 
for renewal of the permit. It may displace some fishermen from the fishery. However, this 
may (or may not) occur under the limited access system for red snapper being considered 
by the Council If It Is Implemented In 1994. 

c. Physical Environment: These permitting options would have no effect on the 
physical environment. 

d. Ocean and CoastalHabitats: These permitting options would have no effect on 
ocean or coastal habitats. 

e. · Flood Plains and Wetlands: These permitting options would have no effect on 
ocean or coastal habitats. 

f. Endangered Speciesand Marine Mammals: These permitting options would have 
no effect on ocean or coastal habitats. 

3.2.2.5 Red SnapperMinimum Size 

Increasing the minimum size while reducing fishing mortality through the stock restoration 
program will Increase the yield per recruit obtained from the fishery provided the gains are 
not negated from release mortality of undersized fish. Goodyear (1992) indicated that 
biomass yield would be maximized by delaying harvest until the fish reach 19 to 21 inches 
{TL) and reducing Instantaneous fishing mortality (F) to about 0.2 (18 percent annual 
mortality) (Figure 11). During 1992, Instantaneous fishing mortality for the directed fishery 
was estimated to be slightly above F=0.4 (about 34 percent annual mortality) and overall 
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stock mortality much higher due to shrimp trawl bycatch of juveniles. Obviously attaining the 
fishing mortality rate that would maximize yield per recruit is a long-term goal under the 
restoration program. 

Immediately increasing the size limit to the level that would maximize yield per recruit, while 
benefiting the resource, would not be practical since it would adversely Impact the directed 
recreational and commercial fishermen which are harvesting principally smaller fish (see 
Figures 12 and 13, respectively). However, the year class strengths for 1989 and 1990were 
significantly higher than for the previous seven years (Figure 14), with the 1989 year class 
being about four times higher (Goodyear, 1992). Since these were the first two year classes 
subject to conservation actions taken through Amendment 1, it Is anticipated that future year 
classes will also be higher than those for 1982 through 1988. Therefore, It is proposed to 
increase the size limit gradually toward maximizing yield per recruit and thus Increasing yield 
from tf:le biomass. 

Preferred Option: Changethe minimum size limit for red snapper as follows: 

o to 14 Inches (TL) In 1994, and 
o to 15 Inches (TL) In 1998, and 
o to 18 inches (TL) In 1998. 

Rejected Option: Status quo - no change, the size limit remains at 13 inches (TL). 

Discussion andImpacts: 

a. Fishery Resources: Increasing the size limit will eventually increase yield per recruit 
and biomass yield from the stock, thereby benefiting the restoration program. As 
Indicated by Figure 11, a 16 Inch size limit would be entering the yield per recruit 
lsopeth that would maximize yield (i.e., see Inner concentric area of figure) if 
release mortality did not exceed 33 percent and Fis reduced. During 1992 most 
of the recreational and commercial harvest was from the 1989 year class, I.e., three 
year old fish. Those fish averaged about 13 inches (TL) at the beginning of 1992 
(Table 9). By the beginning of 1993, the 1989 and 1990 year classes averaged 
about 16.7 and 13.1 Inches (TL), respectively (Table 9). Because of the dominance 
of the 1989 year class (Figure 14) a large part of the landings will be fish above the 
current 13 inch (TL) size limit. By 1994 when the 14 inch (TL) size limit is 
implemented the 1989 and 1990 year classes will average about 19.8 and 16.7 

· inches (TL), respectively. Currently, release mortality is estimated at 33 percent, 
but If it were higher (e.g. 50 to 60 percent) some gain in the number of fish not 
harvested under a 16 Inch (TL) minimum size would still be achieved. In as much 
as restrictive quotas wUI be required for much (or all) of the restoration period, 
fishermen should be able to take their quotas without dependence on the size 
classes below 16 Inches (TL). A recent analysis by Goodyear (SEFSC) of the effect 
of the proposed size limit Increases on SPR Indicated a 20 percent level of SPR 
would be achieved sooner, or conversely, a shrimp trawl bycatch reduction of 50 
percent could be Implemented later than 1994 (Goodyear memo to Thompson, 
SEFSC, 12/1 /92). This Is a very Important consideration. Specifically, Goodyear's 
analysis Indicatedthat the effects of Increasing the size limit to 16 Inches (TL) by 
1998 would allow meeting the restoration goal of 20 percent SPR by year 2009, if 
the reduction of trawl bycatch mortality on juveniles by 50 percent was delayed in 
implementation untH 1995 (see discussion in 3.1.3.1 ). This becomes especially 
important since the research program on shrimp trawl bycatch (Hoar, et. al, 1992) 
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was delayed In Implementation by about a year, making it very unlikely that an 
amendment to the Shrimp FMP addressing bycatch reduction could be 
Implemented In 1994. This analysis also suggests that a further Increase in size 
llmit may shorten the period required for restoration of the stock and may become 
a principal alternative to reduction of TAC for the directed fishery If adequate 
reduction of trawl bycatch mortality is subsequently delayed. 

The yield per recruit (YPR) isopeth (Figure 11) indicates YPR and, thereby, total 
biomass yield from the stock, would be maximized at minimum sizes above 16 
Inches (Tl), provided release mortality Is not greatly In excess of 33 percent and 
shrimp trawl bycatch Is reduced, I.e., F max at 19 Inches (Tl) = 0.2 [see discussion 
In Goodyear (1992)). The release mortality rate of 33 percent Is from NMFS studies 
conducted for red snapper harvested for waters of 150 feet In depth off Texas. If 
release mortality Is much greater than 33 percent, then a size llmlt smaller than 19 
inches (Tl) would maximize YPR. The 16-lnch minimum does, however, increase . 
both YPR and biomass yield from the stock over the current size at entry into a 
fishery of 13 inches. 

b. Human Environment: Although the Council has the authority to change the size 
limit by regulatory amendment annually through the FMP procedure for specifying 
TAC, it chose to implement the change by plan amendment. The CouncU did this 
so the public would have the opportunity to comment on the option and be 
apprised of the changes well in advance of implementation. This knowledge should 
result in better compliance. It also provides the states with advance notice so that 
their regulatory agencies can Implement compatible rules through their rule-making 
procedures. That will enhance the enforceability of the size llmlts. 

It Is anticipated by the years of the size limit changes that neither the recreational 
or commercial sectors will be Impacted in ability to harvest their quotas due to 
Insufficient numbers of legal size fish being available (see Table 9 for growth rates). 

A size limit of 16 Inches (Tl) would eliminate one of the commercial market 
categories for red snapper (I.e., the 1 to 2 pound size class). Historically, under the 
unregulated fishery, ex-vessel prices for the 1 to 2 pound size class were 
occasionally higher In some landing localities and at some times of the year. This 
size class would be eliminated by 1998, possibly to some extent affecting ex-vessel 
value of vessel landings at certain times of the year. 

During the 1993 red snapper season, primary wholesale dealers either paid a flat 
rate for all sizesor used a two-tiered system. The latter was used mostly during 
the first halfof the season and constituted a premium price for small fish in the 1-2 
pound category, with the remaining sizes bringing a lower price ($.10-.20 lower). 
During the second halfof the season, one price for all sizes prevailed. ~- Antozzi, 
NMFS personal communication). 

Hlstorlcally (pre-1990), dealers used a one (flat rate), two, three, or four-tiered 
system, with the one and two-tiered predominant. The following Illustration portrays 
the pricing systems, with •1 • Indicating the premium price category. 
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1-TIER 2-TIER 3-TIER 4-TIER 
1-2# 1 1 2 2 
2-4# 1 1 1 1 
4-12# 1 1 1 3 
>12# 1 2 3 4 

Typically, price breaks averaged 10 to 25 cents. It was not uncommon for dealers 
to switch betweensystems during the year. Changes were driven by either a 
change In relative production of fish In certain size categories or change in demand 
for fish In certain size categories. A few dealers indicate that they have always paid 
a flat rate only. 

New York wholesale prices for fresh Gulf red snapper recorded at the Fulton Fish 
Market for 1993, consistently show a 1 O cent premium for red snapper in the 1 -2 
pound category. The only exception to this norm was a single report (24-hour 
period) showing a premium of 1 O cents also paid for fish between 8 and 15 
pounds. (Y'I.Antozzi, NMFS, personal communication). 

As indicated, the 1 to 2 pound category historically commanded a premium price 
when 1 or 2 price/pound tiers were in effect (the most common scenario) and 
brought a secondary price when 3 or 4 price/pound tiers were in effect. As the 1 
to 2-pound (13 to 16 Inches) red snapper category is phased out over the next five 
years, likely demand and reduced supply will result In a premium price or, more 
likely, that market category will be supplied by imports. Since the fishery wHI 
operate under a quota for about the next 15 years, and the stock abundance 
should increase annually, It will be easier each year for fishermen to harvest the 
quota without any dependance on harvest of fish smaller than 16 Inches to meet 
the quota. Whether the loss of the 1 to 2-pound category after 1998 Impacts vessel 
revenue Is problematic, and must be contrasted against gains in stock restoration 
and available biomass from the resource. Red snapper grow from 13 to 16 lnct,es 
(TL) In seven months (Table 9). 

c. Physical Environment: No impact Is anticipated on the physical environment. The preferred 
option should enhance the condition of the stock and thus restoration of the resource. 

d. Ocean and Coastal Habitats: This option will have no effect on ocean or coastal habitats. 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: This option will have no effect on flood plains or wetlands. 

f. EndangeredSpeciesandMarine Mammals: This option will have no effect on threatened or 
endangered species or on marine mammals. 

3.2.2.6 Mutton Snapper SpawningAggregation 

At public hearings on Amendment 5 the CouncU presented management options to regulate the 
recreational and commercial harvest of mutton snapper in the Gulf of Mexico. Specifically, the 
Council sought public comment on proposals to have a Gulf-wide spawning season closure during 
May and June, and to prohibit all fishing activity during May and June In the region of RIiey's Hump, 
an area near the Dry T ortugas, Florida, (Figure 16) which Is known to have major mutton snapper 
spawning aggregations. The Council also presented other alternative options for regulation of 
mutton snapper harvest. 
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Mutton snapper (Lutjanys i!l8!!s) are occasionally found from the Gulf of Maine to Brazil, but are 
most common in the eastern Gulf of Mexico (NOAA 1985). This NOAA atlas depicted the 
recreational and commercial fishing grounds in the Gulf to be limited to the Florida Keys area 
(Figure 22). Mutton snapper can reach a maximum size of 34 inches to 40 inches and may live for 
15 to 20 years (Mason and Manooch 1985, Palazon and Gonzalez 1986, Pozo 1979). Mutton 
snapper frequently Inhabit open waters; both adults and juveniles may associate with grass beds, 
but the adults also live on or near patch reefs of coral and rock rubble and sponge patches 
(Bortone and Williams 1986). Spawning probably occurs during an extended period which may last 
from May to November (Claro 1983, Mason and Manooch 1985, Palazon and Gonzalez 1986,written 
and verbal testimony received by the Gulf Council from fishermen). In the Gulf of Mexico, the peak 
spawning months appear to be May and June. 

Snappers generally spawn in groups (Thompson and Munro 1974, Thresher 1984). Fishermen in 
Gulf waters have observed mutton snapper spawning aggregations during full moon periods around 
sunset May and June. In U.S. Gulf waters the only known spawning aggregation is In the area of 
Riley's Hump near the Dry Tortugas. The Gulf Council has received testimony from fishermen that 
other aggregations have existed In the past, In particular, in the vicinity of Western Dry Rocks, near 
Key West. However, these particular aggregations were targeted and are no longer found in that 
area. Testimony by fishermen at public hearings indicated minor aggregations occur along the 
outer reefs on the Atlantic side of the Florida Keys. 

'ff.. 

t 
The summary of recreational mutton snapper harvest from 1987 to 1991 is in Tables 11 and 12. 
This harvest has been almost evenly split between the Gulf of Mexico and the South Atlantic off 
Florida. From 1979 to 1991, the annual mutton snapper recreational harvest In the Gulf of Mexico 
ranged from 29 thousand fish to 369 thousand fish, peaking In 1984 (GMFMC 1989). However, 
since 1984 the recreational harvest of mutton snapper has declined dramatically. From 1981 to 
1984 the annual recreational harvest averaged 230 thousand fish. From 1985 to 1988 the average 
decreased to 64 thousand fish. In 1989-1991 the average annual harvest dropped to 48 thousand 
fish, a decline of 24 percent from 1985-1988 levels and 80 percent from 1981-1984 harvests. 
Although spawning aggregations are reported during May and June, the greatest harvests have 
occurred in the winter months, with November through February accounting for 64 percent of the 
total mutton snapper Gulf of Mexico harvest (Figure 17). 

South Atlantic recreational harvest of mutton snapper off Florlcla has also seen a decline in recent 
years, from an average of 87 thousand fish In 1987 through 1988 to an average of 60 thousand fish 
in 1989-1991, a 31 percent decrease. In contrast to the Gulf of Mexico, South Atlantic recreational 
harvest displays a bimodal landings distribution, with a primary peak in summer and a second peak 
in winter (Figure 18). For 1987 through 1991, the months of May-June accounted for 52 percent 
of the South Atlantic recreational harvest, and another 23 percent was harvested in November
December. RUey's Hump Is very close to the GMFMC/SAFMC jurlsdlctlonal border (see Figure 16). 
If fishing trips In the RHey's Hump area were counted as Atlantic trips, then additional harvest during 
periods of spawning aggregations would not appear In Gulf of Mexico statistics, but would Instead 
appear In South Atlantic statistics. 

Commercial landings for mutton snapper were obtained from Florida trip ticket data provided by 
Florida DNR. Note that all Monroecounty landings are considered to be Gulf of Mexico landings. 
Over 98 percent of the commercial mutton snapper catch is taken from waters adjacent to Florida 
(GMFMC 1989). Since 1986 landings In Florida have remained fairly stable, ranging from 242 
thousand pounds to 362 thousand pounds (In 1987). Unlike the recreational harvest, commercial 
landings have shown no obvious trend upward or downward (Table 13, Figure 19). The commercial 
sector has harvested 65 percent of the mutton snapper since 1985 (GMFMC 1989). Figure 20 
shows the average monthly mutton snapper landings for 1986-1991. For most of the year, other 
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than May and June, average monthly landings are fairty stable, ranging from 12 thousand to 22 
thousand pounds. However, in May and June, average landings increase to 60 to 62 thousand 
pounds. For the pericxf 1986-1991, May-June landings accounted for 39 percent of mutton snapper 
landings. The May-June landings peak is from Monroe County landings. If Monroe County landings 
are removed from the statistics, the remaining Gulf Coast landings do not show any increased 
harvest in May-June (Figure 21, Table14). Monroe County accounts for 64 percent of mutton 
snapper landings during the non-spawning months, but 90 percent of mutton snapper landings 
during May and June. 

Existing Regulations 

In the Gulf of Mexico EEZ, mutton snapper have a 12 inch total length minimum size limit, and must 
be landed with head and tails attached. Recreational fishermen have an aggregate bag limit of 1 O 
snapper (including mutton) other than red, lane, and vermilion. Charter and headboats may 
possess two day's bag limit on trips longer than 24 hours. There are no quotas or closed seasons, 
however, a federal reef fish permit is required to harvest commercial quantities of mutton snapper. 
Within the "stressed area", the use of fish traps, roller trawls and power heads is prohibited. (Riley's 
Hump is outside of the stressed area, which extends to the 1 O fathom contour in the region near 
the Dry Tortugas.) 

In the South Atlantic EEZ, there is also a 12 inch total length minimum size limit, and mutton 
snapper must be landed with head and tails attached. Recreational fishermen have an aggregate 
bag limit of ten of all snappers combined except for vermilion, which has a separate bag limit (a 
maximum of two of the aggregate can be red snapper). Charter and headboats may possess two 
day's bag limit on trips longer than 24 hours, or three day's bag limit on trips longer than 48 hours. 
A federal snapper-grouper permit is required to harvest commercial quantities of mutton snapper. 
There is a spawning season closure in May and June, during which commercial fishermen are 
limited to the recreational limit for mutton snapper. 

Within Florida state waters, there is also a 12 inch total length minimum size limit, and mutton 
snapper must be landed with head and tails attached. Recreational fishermen have an aggregate 
bag limit of ten of all snappers with a bag limit. A saltwater prcxf ucts license with a restricted 
species endorsement Is required to harvest commercial quantities of mutton snapper. The only 
allowable gears for harvest are hook and line, spear, gig or lance (except powerheads, ba.ngstlcks, 
or explosive devices). 

Preferred Option : Close the region of Riley's Hump11 to all fishing activity during the 
months of May and June. 

Rejected Option 1: Do not have a complete closure of Riley's Hump. Fishing for species 
other than mutton snapper would continue to be allowedduring May and June. 

Rejected Option 2: Status quo. 

Discussion: The region is just Inside the Gulf Council's jurisdictional waters, about five miles from 
the SAFMC jurisdiction, and less than three miles from the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary. 

11 For purposes of this measure, Riley's Hump Is defined as the area inside the following coordinates (see Figure 16): Point 
A (24° 32.2' N., 83" 8.7' W.), Point B (24° 32.2' N., 83" 5.2' W.), Point C (24° 28.7' N., 83" 8.7' W.) and Point D (24° 
28.7' N., 83" 5.2' W.). 
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Riley's Hump Is the only known remaining area of mutton snapper spawning aggregation in U.S. 
Gulf of Mexico waters. Spawning aggregations In other areas have been observed (Don-DeMaria, 
Reef Fish Advisory Panel, Personal Communication) off the Turks and Caicos, Bahama Islands in 
April 1992. However, long-term tagging returns Indicate that adult mutton snapper show little 
movement. The Council proposes a complete prohibition on all fishing on Riley's Hump during the 
peak of the spawning season which would eliminate release mortality and would Increase ease of 
enforcement. This would provide the greatest possible protection for the mutton snapper spawning 
aggregation. No information is availableon release mortality of mutton snapper. The Council has 
chosen to use a release mortality of 33 percent for red snapper for purposes of stock assessments. 
Riley's Hump Is a shallow water area or plateau (minimum depth 80-90 feet rising from 200 feet), 
which could increase the survival of releasedmutton snapper. 

Impacts: 

a. Fishery Resources: Protection of fish from exploitation during spawning periods is important 
only if the fish are more vulnerable to harvest during the spawning period or the spawning 
act, than at other times of the year. Some of the reef fish form dense aggregations during 
the spawning act. During periods of these aggregations the fish become more vulnerable to 
harvest as the aggregations are targeted by fishermen. Nassau grouper, a Pan-Caribbean 
species, has been significantly reduced In abundance over that area partially as a result of 
fishing on aggregations (Sadovy, in press). Mutton snapper aggregations in the Florida Keys 
area have been fished by recreational and commercial fishermen for years, and some 
aggregations have been substantially reduced (e.g., at Western Dry Rocks). 

An assessment of the mutton snapper stock in the Gulf has not been completed. However, 
analyses completed for the SAFMC jurisdiction Indicated a SPR level between 38 and 51 
percent (Huntsman, NMFS, Personal communication to Steven Atran). Huntsman pointed 
out these levels conflict with perceptions of the fishermen that mutton snapper are declining 
and suggested samples for these determinations may have been biased through collection 
of larger specimens. 

Even though the SPR may be relatively high for the Florida Keys population, It is 
appropriate to protect the spawning aggregation, since the fish are more vulnerable to 
fishing at that time. The CouncU's preferred option would do that during the peak spawning 
months of May and June and not over entire period spawning has been observed to occur 
(i.e., May through November). Mutton snapper, like many reef fish, are batch spawners, 
extruding eggs as they ripen over an extended period. However, for many batch spawners 
egg release Is much higher during the spawning peaks, often when environmental 
conditions first become favorable. May and June appear to be the peak period for the 
Riley's Hump area. 

b. HumanEnvironment: The Council's preferred option would prohibit any fishing on the Riley's 
Hump area during May and June. This was selected, rather than rejected Option (1 ), 
because enforcement Is more easily accomplished (I.e., aerial surveillance can be utilized) 
and, because of the large aggregations, many mutton snapper would be caught Incidentally 
and be subject to release mortality. 

Testimony at hearings Indicated many spiny lobster and some stone crab fishermen fished 
Riley's Hump when their fisheries were closed (April through July) and were dependent on 
fishing during those months. These fishermen would have to fish other (likely less 
productive) areas during May and June. 
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On the average, May-June landings account for 39 percent of Gulf commercial landings of 
mutton snapper (Figure 21), with 90 percent of the Gulf landings for May-June occurring 
In Monroe County (I.e., the Florida Keys). It Is not known how much of these commercial 
landings of mutton snapper are caught on Riley's Hump, but It would appear this area 
contributes a substantial amount. Although the loss of these catches may be recouped In 
other areas or at other times the operating cost of vessels would be Increased. A loss In 
producer surplus Is bound to occur In the commercial fishery at least In the short run. 
While mutton snapper are a minor component of the Gulf recreational catch (I.e., about 65 
thousand fish annually) and only 1 O percent are landed In the May-June period, some of 
the 233 charter and 16 head boats In the Florida Keys could be impacted, as well as an 
unknown number of private recreational boats (RIR). 

c. Physical Environment: No environment effects are anticipated In relation to preferred and 
rejected options other than the Impacts on the human environment described above. The 
preferred option Is anticipated to benefit the resource and fishery, by preventing harvest of 
aggregated spawners. 

d. Ocean and Coastal Habitats: These options will have no effect on ocean or coastal habitats. 
Fishing would be prohibited on 13 square miles of oceanic habitat for two months. 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: These options will have no effect on flood plains or wetlands, 
as the area Is oceanic. 

f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: This option will have no effect on threatened or 
endangered species or on marine mammals. 

Alternatives Related to Seasonal Qosures 

PreferredOption: Status quo - do not have a closed season for mutton snapper. 

Rejected Option 1: Close the mutton snapperfishery to all fishing during the peak spawning 
season of May and June. 

Rejected Option 2: Restrict the commercial sector to the recreational bag limit of mutton 
snapper during May and June. (Thia option Is Identical to the SAFMC regulation. 

Rejected Option 3: Implement Option 1 or 2 but with a different season. 

Discussion and Impacts: 

The Counca selected status quo as Its preferred option because closure of Riley's Hump, the only 
identified spawning area In the Gulf, appeared to provide adequate protection of the spawning 
population. A Gulf-wide closure [rejected Option (1)] would have enhanced enforcement but, was 
deemed not appropriate because NOAA (1985) identified the directed fishery for mutton snapper 
to occur only In the Florida Keys area of the Gulf and because there was no stock assessment 
available on the Gulf resource. Limiting all participants to a bag limit (ten fish) during May and June 
[Rejected Option (2)] would have allowed persons to continue to fish Riley's Hump during the peak 
spawning period, partially negating the benefits of the area closure. 

a. Fishery Resources: Rejected Options (1) and (2) would have reduced harvest of mutton 
snapper over the entire Gulf of Mexico during the peak spawning months associated with the 
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Florida Keys area. However, spawning peaks may occur at other times In other parts of the 
Gulf due to different environmental conditions [Rejected Option (3)). That Information Is not 
avaHable. The statistical Information on landings indicates the directed fisheries In the Gulf 
for mutton snapper occurs only off South Florida. Therefore, large spawning aggregations 
are more likely In that area and many are likely protected by• the SAFMC rule [Rejected 
Option (2)]. 

b. Human Environment: There are no effects related to adoption of status quo. Rejected 
Option (2) would have restricted fishing by only the commercial sector during peak spawning 
months. 

c. Physical Environment: No change In environmental effects are associated with the status quo 
(Preferred Option). Rejected Options (1) and (2) may have benefltted the spawning stock if 
other unknown aggregations In the Gulf are targeted. 

d. Ocean and CoastalHabitats: These options will have no effect on ocean or coastal habitats. 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: These options will have no effect on flood plains or wetlands. 

f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: These options will have no effect on threatened 
or endangered species or on marine mammals. 

Alternatives Related to Size andBag Limits 

Preferred Option: Status quo - do not change the minimum size limn or set a species bag 
limb. 

Rejected Option 1: Increase the minimum size limn for mutton snapperfrom 12 Inches to 17 
inches total length. 

Rejected Option 2: Increasethe minimum size llmlt for mutton snapperfrom 12 Inches to 20 
inches total length. 

Rejected Option 3: Set a recreational dally bag limn of two (or some other number) mutton 
snapper. 

The CouncN selected status quo as Its preferred option after deciding to wait until It had better 
assessment information on mutton snapper and until the Florida Marine Fisheries Commission had 
considered rules regulating mutton snapper in Florida waters. Mutton snapper In Cuba are reported 
to first exhibit Indications of sexual maturity at about 17 inches total length (GMFMC 1989). It is 
therefore likely that 12 Inch mutton snapper In the Gulf of Mexico are not yet mature. However, 
increasing the minimum size llmlt might eliminate the recreational fishery for mutton snapper in 
grass flats and near shore areas. When the Council decided to set a 12 Inch size limit in 
Amendment 1, It felt that the combination of size and catch llmlts together would provide protection 
against overfishing. Mutton snapper presently have no species bag limit but are included in an 
aggregate daNy bag llmlt of 1 O snappers. 

a. Fishery Resources: There was Insufficient scientific data to assess the Impacts of the rejected 
options; therefore status quo was adopted as the preferred option. 
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b. Human Environment: There was Insufficient scientific data to assess the Impacts of the 
rejected options; therefore status quo was adopted as the preferred option. 

C. Physical Environment: These options would have no effect on the physical environment. 

d. Ocean and CoastalHabitats: These options would have no effect on ocean and coastal 
habitats. 

e. Flood Plains and Wetlands: These options would have no effect on flood plalns or wetlands. 

f. Endangered Species and Marine Mammals: These options would have no effect on 
endangered species and marine mammals. 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF PROPOSED ACTIONS 

This section summarizes the environment effects of the proposed actions of Amendment 5 and of the fishery 
under current rules and conditions. The effects of alternatives to the proposed action are included in 
Section 3.0. 

4. 1 Fishery Resources and Long-Term Productivity of Stocks 

Reef Fish Fishery 

<The open access nature of the fishery coupled with inadequate initial regulation of the fishery and lack of 
scientific information for each Individual stock has resulted In some stocks being overfished. These Include 
jewfish, possibly gag grouper, and especially red snapper. Bycatch of juvenile red snapper in shrimp trawls 
contributes significantly to this overfished condition for red snapper. The condition of some stocks is not 
known due to lack of adequate scientific Information. 

Actions taken, being taken or proposed to be taken should arrest these overfished conditions and assure 
the long-term productivity of the stocks. Programs have been Initiated under the FMP to restore the red 
snapper stock utilizing reduced recreational and commercial quotas, bag limits, size limits and other 
regulations on harvest. An amendment to the Shrimp FMP reducing shrimp trawl bycatch of finflsh, utHlzing 
bycatch reduction devises (BRDs) or modified TEDs, and possibly seasonal and areal closures, will be 
implemented in 1994 or by 1995, depending on availability of information and bycatch reduction technology. 
A moratorium has been placed on Issuance of reef fish commercial vessel permits and a limited access 
system amendment for red snapper will be prepared In 1993. Limited access systems for other components 
of the fishery will be considered for Implementation In subsequent years. Harvest of jewfish has been 
prohibited for an indefinite period to restore that stock. Stock assessments for gag grouper and other highly 
targeted species wHI be available In 1993 and subsequent years as a basis for regulatory action. Research 
by NMFS has been increased to gather needed scientific Information on the stocks for which certain critical 
stock assessment Information Is not currently available (e.g., growth rates and age/fecundity relations, etc.). 

Amendments 

Potential impacts of the proposed and alternative (rejected) actions are discussed in the text of Section 3.2 
following each action. The proposed actions should have the following environmental effects. The 
requirement that all fish traps be carried to sea and returned to shore following each trip should reduce 
confinement-associated mortality and mortality associated with lost or ghost traps. The moratorium on trap 
permits should stabHlze effort In that fishery at current levels and allow a more thorough evaluation of the 
ecological effects of traps to be conducted by NMFS. These actions should enhance long-term productivity 
of the stocks. 

The establishment of SMZs off Alabama where gear used for harvest of reef fish from artificial reefs is limited 
to no more than three hooks per line and spear fishing should reduce and stabilize fishing power of vessels 
fishing the reefs. This effort limitation measure should benefit long-term productivity of the stocks, especially 
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the red snapper stock. It should also contribute toward Increased productivity through continuation of 
expansion of the construction program for artificial reefs. It may reduce fishing efficiency for some 
commercial fishermen utHlzlng the reefs. 

The requirements for fish to be landed with heads and fins Intact to enhance compliance with size limits 
should benefit long-term productivity, since size limits generally are used to Increase yield per recruit (YPR) 
from a stock or protect sexually Immature fish. Retaining status quo on commercial vessel permit Income 
requirements (see Section 3.2.2.4) Is consistent with previous actions to limit effort by permit moratorium 
and with proposed future action to Implement a limited access system. Such effort llmltatlons should benefit 
stock productivity. 

The proposed action to increase the red snapper size limit to 16 inches will increase yield from this stock 
and it enhances the restoration program for the stock. The effect on the restoration program Is to reduce 
the period required for restoration and allow greater flexibility In the Implementation dates of shrimp trawl 
bycatch reduction measures (see Section 3.2.2.5). This action enhances long-term productivity of that stock. 

The proposed action to prohibit all fishing on Riley's Hump to protect a spawning aggregation of mutton 
snapper during the peak spawning period of May and June will enhance long-term productivity of that stock. 

4.2 Human Environment 

Reef Fish Fishery 

In terms of income and employment for the fishermen and the supporting industries the fishery has a 
\significant beneficial effect. Revenue generated from the commercial Industry Is around $90 million annually. 
·.Gross revenue by Gulf charter and head boats targeting reef fish is about $23 million. Recreational fishing 
trips are about 18 million annually. All of these activities contribute significantly local and national 
economies, but data are inadequate to quantify that effect. 

The consequence of the open access nature of the fishery has been the significant increase In the number 
of commercial reef fish vessels which has almost tripled since 1975 (Figure 1) while total value landings In 
real dollars (adjusted for Inflation) only doubled over the same period (Table 3). This economic trend, 
coupled with reduced quotas placed on red snapper (the most valuable species) to restore the stock, has 
economically stressed these participants In the fishery making some Individual operations not fiscally sound. 
Recreational fishermen are not simHarty affected since discretionary expenditure of income regulates their 
participation. The charter and head boat Industry, whHe Initially economically affected by Imposition of bag 
and size limits for reef fish, appear to have economically adjusted to these restrictions without continued 
adverse impact. They also have the option to target species other than reef fish. Proposed future actions 
to reduce effort In the fishery by limited access systems will displace some vessels, the crews of which will 
have to seek other employment or enter other fisheries. These effects will be described when that action 
occurs. 

Amendments 

The proposed action that fish traps be buoyed and returned to shore after each trip affects very few Gulf 
trap fishermen since most fishermen already followed this practice. The proposed moratorium of fish trap 
permits Is anticipated to have no effect, since all current participants are Included. 

The proposed action limiting gear used In Alabama SMZs to three terminal hooks per llne when fishing for 
reef fish Is anticipated to have little adverse effects on most users of these areas. Most recreational and 
charterboat fishermen, who principally constructed the reefs, use 2 to 4 hooks per line and advocated the 
three hook limitation. Local commercial reef fish fishermen fishing the area are not anticipated to be 
significantly affected either, as most are charter boat fishermen. For the 20 to 30 vessels with bandit rigs 
estimated to fish, or occasionally fish, the area, hooks per line would be reduced by 60 to 70 percent. 
Fishing for species other than reef fish with other gear Is not restricted in these areas. Natural reefs in the 
area are too few, small and scattered to support a sustained directed fishery. The proposed action is 
anticipated to relieve perceived social concerns by persons constructing reefs that the reefs will not be 
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overfished through excessive use of efficient gear, thereby enhancing their willingness to continue to bear 
the cost of replacing the reef material which deteriorates in 4 to 7 years. 

The proposed requirement that fish be landed with heads and fins Intact and the permit Income requirement 
(status quo) are anticipated to have no appreciable effect. The proposed action to increase the red snapper 
minimum size limit to 16 inches by 1998 will eliminate the commercial market category of 1 to 2 pound fish, 
likely resulting in that category being filled by Imports, as It currently is during periods when the commercial 
red snapper fishery is closed. This may affect commercial exvessel income during certain periods when that 
category commands a higher price of $0.1 O to $0.25 per pound However, since the category will not be 
eliminated until 1998, and since prices are frequently higher for fish in other market categories ( >2 pounds), 
little adverse effect is anticipated. 

The proposed action to prohibit all fishing on RIiey's Hump to protect the spawning aggregation of mutton 
snapper during May and June will adversely affect fishermen who historically fished this area (approximately 
13 square miles) during those months Oikely targeting the mutton snapper). They will have to fish other 
areas that may not be as productive, but should benefit in the long-term by the action maintaining this 
spawning aggregation. 

4.3 Physical Environment 

Reef Fish Fishery 

All terminal gear used in the fishery, with the exception of fish traps, consists of fish hooks and spear guns 
to a very limited extent. No appreciable adverse effect on the physical environment will occur as a result 
of the gear used. The Council concluded that fish traps as fished in the Gulf had little to no adverse impact. 
Anchoring by some vessels to fish may have a limited adverse impact of short duration i.e., vessels do not 
drop anchors on reef; an anchored vessel requires a scope of 1 O feet of anchor rope for each foot of depth. 
Many vessels (e.g. longline and trap vessels) do not anchor when fishing. 

Amendment 5 

None of the proposed actions are anticipated to adversely affect the physical environment. The proposed 
action to establish SMZs off Alabama may result In Increase In reef fish environments. (See 3.2.2.2.1). 

4.4 Ocean and Coastal HabHats 

Reef Fish Fishery 

Reef fish generally do not occur in coastal habitats and consequently there is no directed fishery (see 
Section3.1.1 ). The fishery has little Impact on the ocean habitats (see Section 4.3). 

Amendment5 

See discussion under section 4.3. 

4.5 Flood Plains and Wetlands 

Reef Fish Fishery 

The fishery does not effect flood plains or wetlands. 

Amendment 5 

None of the proposed actions affect flood plains or wetlands. 
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4.8 Endangered Species and Marine Mammals 

The proposed amendment and fishery will have no effect on endangered or threatened species. Section 
7 consultations have been held on this amendment and for the fishery under Amendment 4 with a •no 
jeopardy" opinions rendered. There Is no known marine mammal interaction In the fishery, even though 
longlines are used since they are set on the bottom. 

4.7 Cumulative Adverse Effects and Substantial Impacts on Stocks 

Reef Fish Fishery 

The cumulative adverse effects of the fishery have been to overfish some stocks and have resulted In 
overcapitalizatlonof the commercial sector affecting economic viability of some individual vessel operations. 
Rules currently affecting the fishery through the FMP should Improve the condition of stocks. 

Amendments 

No adverse cumulative effects are anticipated from the proposed actions which should enhance long-term 
productivity of the stocks. 

4.8 Economic Effects 

Reef Fish Fishery 

•·The economic effects are summarized under Section 4.2 above and discussed in more detail in sections 
;3_1.2 and 3.1.3. 

Amendments 

The economic effects are summarized in sections 4.2 and discussed In more detail In Section 3.2.2 and the 
appended RIR/IRFA. 

4.9 Federal Agencies that mav be Affected 

NOAA, NMFS and the U.S. Coast Guard are affected by the fishery and will be affected by proposed actions 
in Amendment 5. In addition to enforcement of rules resulting from the proposed actions by these agencies, 
in cooperation with the states, NMFS will be required to Issue trap vessel permits and administer that annual 
permit requirement. 

5.0 UST OF PREPARERS 

5.1 Ust of Agencies and Persons Consunec:1 In Preparation 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management CouncH: Standing and Special Reef Fish 
Scientific and Statistical Committee 
Reef Fish Advisory Panel 

CoastalZone ManagementPrograms: Louisiana 
Mississippi 
Alabama 
Florida 

National Marine Fisheries Service: Southeast Fisheries Science Center 
Southeast Regional Office 

Alabama Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources: Marine Resources Division 

Messrs. Minton and Tatum 
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration: General Counsel (SER) 
Ecology and Conservation Office 

Corps of Engineers (Mobile District): Operations Branch 

s.2 list of Preparers 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
- Wayne Swingle, Blologlst 
- Antonio Lamberte, Economist 
- Steven Atran, Populations Dynamics Statistician 

8.0 PUBLIC REVIEW 

8. 1 Public Hearings 

A total of eight public hearings were held to obtain public comments on Amendment 5/EA with one 
additional hearing held during the Gulf Council meeting on Wednesday, November 18, 1992, In Sarasota, 
Florida. The public comment pericxJ for this amendment ended on November 9, 1992. 

The public hearings, with the exception of the one conducted during the Council meeting, were held at the 
following dates and places beginning at 7:00 p.m.: 

October 19, 1992 American Legion Hall, 561 OCollege Road, Key West, Florida 
October 20, 1992 Naples Depot Cultural Center, 1051 5th Avenue South, Naples, Florida 
October 21, 1992 Plantation Inn and Golf Resort, 9301 West Fort Island Trail, Crystal River, Florida 
October 22, 1992 Apalachicola Bay Chamber of Commerce, Rainey House, 128 Market Street, 

Apalachicola, Florida 
October 26, 1992 Best Western Beachfront Inn, 5914 Seawall Boulevard, Galveston, Texas 
October 27, 1992 Howard Johnson LcxJge, 201 North Canal Boulevard, Thibodaux Louisiana 

(no attendance) 
October 28, 1992 Gulf Coast Research Laboratory, J. L Scott Marine Education Center and Aquarium 

Auditorium, 115 East Beach Boulevard, BIioxi, Mississippi 
October 29, 1992 Baldwin County Electric Membership Corporation, 19600 State Highway 59, Summerdale, 

Alabama 

8.2 Persons. Associations and Agencies from whom Comments were Requested 
on the EA/Amendment (* designates distribution of SEIS) 

Florida 
Southeast Fisheries Association* 
Organized Fishermen of Florida* 
Southern Offshore Fishermen's Association* 
Panama City Charter Boat Association* 
Destin Charter Boat Association* 
Marine Life Association* 
PensacolaCharterBoatAssociation* 
Florida League of Anglers* 
Florida Conservation Association 

- State Office* 
- Ft. Myers Chapter 
- HUlsborough Chapter 
- Pensacola Chapter 
- Upper Keys Chapter 
- Lower Keys Chapter 
- Sarasota Chapter 
- Manatee Chapter 
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- Tallahassee Chapter 

Key West Charter Boat Association 
Florida Keys Fishing Guides Association 

Alabama 
Orange Beach Fishermen's Association* 
Orange Beach Charter Boat Association* 
Saltwater Sportsman Association 
Gulf Coast Conservation Association* 

Mississippi 
Save America's Seafood Industry coalition 
Saltwater Fisherman's Coalition 
Gulf Coast Conservation Association* . 
Gulf Fishermen's Association 

Louisiana 
Organization of Louisiana Fishermen* 
Louisiana Coastal Fishermen Association* 
Louisiana Shrimp Association 
Louisiana Association of Coastal Anglers 
Gulf Coast Conservation Association 

- State Office* 
- Baton Rouge Chapter 
- Houma Chapter 
- Westbank Chapter 
- Northshore Chapter 
- Lake Charles Chapter 

~ 
Texas Shrimp Association* 
Port Aransas Boatmen, Inc.* 
Women in Seafood Industry 
PISCES 
Galveston Charter Association 
Coastal Conservation Association* 
Gulf Coast Conservation Association 

- State Office* 
- Galveston Chapter 
- Houston Chapter 
- Matagorda Chapter 
- Golden Triangle Chapter 
- Mid-Coast Chapter 
- Redfish Bay Chapter 
- Trinity Chapter 
- Corpus Christi Chapter 
- Rio Grande Valley Chapter 

Sportsmen's Conservationists of Texas (SCOT) 

Agencies 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
United States Coast Guard 
Coastal Zone Programs 

- Florida 
-Alabama 
- Mississippi 
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- Louisiana 

6.3 Distribution of SEIS 

Agencies 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Natlonal Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Environmental Protection Agency 
United States Coast Guard 
Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Corps of Engineers 
Coastal Zone Programs 

- Florida 
-Alabama 
- Mississippi 
- Louisiana 

Associations [See distribution indicated (by *) under Section 6.2): 

National 
Center for Marine Conservation 
Coral Reef Coalition 

Florida 
Talamorada Charterboat Association 
Seafood Consumers and Processors Association 
Project ReefKeeper, Inc. 
Florida Marine Aquarium Society 

1ml 
Commercial Reef Fishermen of Texas 
Seafood Producers and Processors of Upper Texas Coast 

7.0 CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAW 

Vessel Safety Considerations 

There are no fishery conditions, management measures, or regulatlons contained in this amendment that 
would result in the loss of harvesting opportunity because of crew and vessel safety effects of adverse 
weather or ocean conditions. The affected persons can fish throughout each year and select fishing periods 
dependent on weather.Therefore, there are no procedures for making management adjustments in the 
amendment due to vessel safety problems because no person will be precluded from a fair or equitable 
harvesting opportunity by the management measures set forth. 

No vessel will be forced to participate in the fishery under adverse weather or ocean conditions as a result 
of the imposition of management regulations set forth in this amendment. Therefore, no management 
adjustments for fishery access will be provided. There are no procedures proposed to monitor, evaluate, 
and report on the effects of management measures on vessel or crew safety under adverse weather or 
ocean conditions. 
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Coastal Zone Consistency 

Section 307(c)(1) of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 requires that all federal activities 
which directly affect the coastal zone be consistent with approved state coastal zone management programs 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

This amendment Is consistent with the Coastal Zone Management programs of the states of Alabama, 
Florida, Louisiana, and Mississippi to the maximum extent possible; Texas does not have an approved 
Coastal Zone Management program. This determination has been submitted to the responsible state 
agencies under Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act administering approved Coastal Zone 
Management programs In the states of Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, and Louisiana. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

The purpose of the Paperwork Reduction Act Is to control paperwork requirements Imposed on the public 
by the Federal Government. The authority to manage Information collection and record keeping 
requirements is vested with the Director of the Office of Management and record keeping requirements Is 
vested with the Director of the Office of Management and Budget. This authority encompasses 
establishment of guidelines and policies, approval of Information collection requests, and reduction of 
paperwork burdens and duplications. 

The Council proposes, through this amendment, to establish no additional permit requiring data from the 
public or data collection programs. Therefore, no increased reporting burden on the public or cost to the 
government will be Incurred through this amendment. 

Federalism 

No federalism issues have been Identified relative to the actions proposed In this amendment and associated 
regulations. The affected states have been closely Involved In developing the proposed management 
measures and the principal state officials responsible for fisheries management In their respective states have 
not expressed federalism related opposition to adoption of this amendment. Therefore, preparation of a 
federalism assessment under Executive Order 12612 Is not necessary. 
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FIGURE 1. LANDINGS OF RED SNAPPER ANO 
REEF FISH & NUMBER OF VESSELS 
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FIGURE 2. AVERAGE NUMBER OF VESSELS 
IN THE REEF FISH FISHERY 
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FIGURE 3. REAL AND EXVESSEL PRICE PER 
POUND FOR RED SNAPPER ANO REEF FISH 
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FIGURE 4. REEF FISH LANDINDS AND 
EXVESSEL& REAL VALUE 
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Figure 8. Alabama Artificial 
Reef Tracts with Loran 
Coordinates and COE Permit Number 
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Mutton Snapper Ave Recreational Harvest 
Gulf of Mexico, 1987-1991 
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Mutton Snapper Ave ·Recreational Harvest 
South Atlantic, 1987-1991 
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Figure 19 

Annual Commercial Mutton Snapper Catch 
Gulf of Mexico - Including Monroe Cty 
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Figure 20 

Mutton Snapper Commercial Harvest 
(Gulf Coast including Monroe County) 
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Figure 21 

Mutton Snapper Commercial Harvest 
(Gulf Coast excluding Monroe County) 
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Gulf of Mexico Coastal an·d Ocean Zones Strategic Assessment: Data Atlas 
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Mutton snapper 
Lutjanus ana/is 
Pargo criollo 

~ ''.~:•"-<~"'.:,::-~.¢ 
~'_; J ~ ~ . a;:: 

\ :~-"--~-"-._,, 

'.'~ 

Description 
R•n~: Them .. non5napp11r.abonyl,shol1hor.in11lylut1an1d<1ol ,sloundthroughou11h11 
we1or9 ol the western AllanI1c lr11m 1hu Gull ol Mam& lo Bra.zol and mroughoul shell 
01e;u ol the Gull ol Mei,co This sp,9cIes ,s mos1 comn•on ,n 1h11 vas1eru Gull Al0<1g 1h11 
wt1ste111Qull.niutionsnappera,ep,osenl,nsr11allernumoeIsour,nglnusp11ng 
summer.endlaH 

HaDll � I: Adu II mutton snapper aie g11n11Ially lour«1 o!lshore aro•.ml r11ols. and ,n wa1ers 
to depths 0160 meters Inshore. adult mullon sn.ipper tavo• m,mgIove swamps, grassy 
bllys,reels,andl1dalcreeks 

Faedlng and Bahavlor: This snapper teed, ma,nly on u.,sI,iceaus, 01neI r,shes and 
som119as1Jopods!ounoa1ornua11hebo11on, Thuruullon,napperronnssmall 
aggrega110nsdunngtllltdayandmayd,sper~ellu1Lngt11enigh1 

Reproduc1lon:Th,sspec1eslormsschoolsllurongu10spawn,ngsuason Sumnie, 
SpawnIng,sreported1hrougt10u11heallulla1oa Juvemlesdr11lournJy11ar-round,nshallow 
nea19horewa1e1sandestua1111s.pamculdHym111.iny1ov11swaInp5 

Mov111man1;Munon snapper are nol known 10 111Igr,1111 

Fl1harlaa: Tne munon sni!Jll)UI Is a ,eIa11v11ly ~m.ill componenl of 1n11 larger commerc,dl 
snappe,l,shery Thaspecles1scomme1c,.illyharves1~aIrnosl11•clus1v(l1ymlh11fI011da 
Keys Calches we maike100 hesn and rror,m Thu munon snapp11,·, lie sh ,s cons,derecr 
Lobeo1e~cept1onalq11el,Ly This snapper ,salsoacomponen101Ih11snMppe1spon 
rIsheryp1esen1etongth1111astFl011daconsta11dth!IKeys 

Ralarance1: F1scher, W. !Kl, 1978, Gull o1 M,.,.,co F,shory Managument Counc,I 19110D, 
US 001, FWS, OIC.ce ol B1olog1ci1I St1MCij~ 1976 

Adult Area (Year-round) ~ 
D Nursery Area (Year-round) 

Occurrence (Spring, Summer, Fall) E=-j 
1,1111111111=011 Commercial Fishing Ground (Year-round) 
'!!!!JJ\1 1 

Gd Recreational Fishing Ground (Year-round) 

Sunrn,et spawning occurs lhruuy/ot,ul J1lur1,,I.,,.~ 

'::I 
r-'• 

~ 
It) 

N 
N 

References 
Hildebrnnd, H H . pv•s comm . Rivas, L A . Ptlts comm 

Slreleglc Assessmenl Branch 
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FIGURE 23 

Off shore Louisiana Artificial Reef Planning Areas 
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Figure 24. Comparison of estimated number of Alabama artificial reefs and trawl CPUE 
of red snapper. 

Source: Szedlmayer and Shipp (In Press) 
Note: See Figure 10 for Darnell's MMS study. 
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Table 1 

AverageLandings' (Thousands of Pounds) of Red Snapper 
and ReefFish in Gulf Ports and Portion (Thousands of Pounds) 

of Red Snapper Caught from Foreign Waters 

Red Snapp« 
Red Snapper Caught From 2Reef Fish

Year L,anded Foreign Waters Landed 

1960 11,362 3 20,385 

1965 13,349 6,4224 24,169 

1970 9,541 2,299 21,084 

1975 7,762 759 18,334 

1980 5,417 431 19,037 

1985 5,239 s 22.858 

19901 3,287 21,240 
'.\&v- 1•--•"P-111• 

1Five-year average with year the midpoint of the period, e.g., 1960 value is for 1958-1962period. 

21ncludes red snapperlandings. 

30ata not available before 1964. 

•Four-year averagefor 1~1967. 

'Mexico prohibited U.S. vessefs after 1981. 

-r'hree-year average ending in 1990, i.e., tor 1988-1990period. 
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Table 2 

AverageNumber of Vessels in the Reef Fish Fishery 
1960·1992 

YNr' 

1960 

Handllne 

385 

Longllne 

. 
Other 

3 

Total 

388 

1965 447 . 1 - 448 

1970 346 . 20 366 

1975 472 . 9 481 

1980 648 122 31 801 

19851 580 245 4'3 868 

1990-199r 598 288 351• 1,234 
:\a 

Sources:FMPAppendixTable 29 (1957-1974), Fishery Statistics of U.S. (1975-1977), Amendment 1 Tables 
7.17 and 7.18 (1978-1986). 

'Flv•year average Wfthyearthe midpointof the period. 

2Four-year average ending In 1986. 

JFrom vesselpermitfie; charter vessels and fishing craft under 30 feet not included (see Table 2a). 

•n percent are fish trap vessels. 
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Table 2a 

Number of Vessels1 Permitted in the Reef Fish Fishery 
By GearTypel, 199().1992 

Year HandllneJ Longllne Other Total 

1,2221990 488 368 368 

1991 675 245 306 1,226 

1992 633 244 378 
-

1,255 

Average 598 286 3514 1,234 
~=1•v--12a 

Source:(NMFSPermit Fie). 

'Charter vessels and fishing craft less than 30 feet not included. Total permitsissued:1990 (1,622): 
1991 (1,762): and 1992 (1,964). 

2Prtncipalgear listed by permit appHcant: many listed multiplegeartypes. 

3lncludes bandit rigs and rod and reet 

•n percent are fish trap vessels. 
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Table 3 

Ex-Vessel and Aeal1 Value (Thousands of Dollars) 
of Gulf Landings of Reef Fish and Red Snapper 

Reef Fish2 Red Snapper 

Year3 Ex-Vessel Real Ex-Vessel ReaJ 

2,915 _ 1960 3,673 3,879 2,761 

1965 5,098 5,247 3,799 3,911 

1970 6,195 5,598 4,010 3,627 

1975 9,320 5,516 5,403 3,228 

1980 18,316 6,837 7,696 2,904 

1985 

19904 

30,440 

36,553 

9,968 

10,937 

10,144 

7,753 

3,318 

2,332 

:,a\rffu~ ....... 

Source:(Amendment 1 Table 7.1; NMFS Statistics) 

1 ReaJ value Is ex-vessetval.ueadjusted for inflation by dividing the consumer index for all commodities 
(1967:a 100). 

21nctudes value al red snapper. 

3rive-year average with year the midpoint of the period. 

"Three-year average ending In 1990. 
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Table 3b 

ReaJ1 and Ex-Vessel AnnuaJ Price Per Pound 
Paid to Fishermen for Red Snapper and Other Reef Fish 

Red Snappe, Price Reef F'ISh Price 

Year Real Ex-Vessel Real Ex-Vessa 

1960 $0.28 S0.24 S0.11 so.11 

19e5 $0.29 $0.28 S0.11 $0.11 

1970 $0.39 $0.43 S0.18 - $0.18 

1975 $0.39 

$0.55 

$0.69 

$1.47 

S0.20 

S0.29 

$0.35 

$0.77 1980 

1985 $0.61 $1.90 S0.40 $1.23 

1990 $0.72 $2.50 so:•9 $1.70 
.,,,.v_,_.._ 

'ReaJ vaJue is ex-vesset value adjusted for inflation by dividing producer price indexfor all 
commodities (1967• 100). 
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Table 4. Number of vessels, traps and landings from traps for Gulf of Mexico, 1978-1985. 

lANDINGS (l,OOO's pounds) 

Year Vessels Traps Groupers Snapper Other Total 
Reef Ftsh 

1978 32 2,102 315 82 54 451 

1979 38 2.284 149 161 37 347 

1980· - 36 1,434 99 93 22 214 

1981 35 1,404 106 72 27 - 205 

1982 13 534 125 45 15 185 

1983 18 540 50 64 8 122 

1984 43 1,290 675 55 21 751 

1985 60 1,800 962 72 25 1,059 

Source: Amendment 1, Tables 7.13 through 7.18 

• Beginning in 1980 fish traps were prohibited in south Florida waters 

b: \1\aea\ wsl·aum.tbl 
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Table 5. 1987-1988 Canvass of reef fish trap fishing vessels/boats in the Southeast Florida and Gulf of Mexico 
by NMFS port agents. 

Arca 

Total Number 
of Vc~l 
Permits Active 

Fishing 
Status 

Inactive Unknown 
Vessels not 

in Area 

Collier 86 22 17 11 36 

Lee 18 0 0 6 12 

Sarasota 6 0 0 2 4 

Manatee 3 0 0 3 0 

Monroe 

ECFL 

149 

u 
9 

7 

7 

0 

70 

1 
-

63 

4 

WCFL 60 7 0 33 20 

Panama City 7 0 4 3 0 

Apalachicola 8 0 1 4 3 

Louisiana 8 0 8 0 0 

Total 357 45 37 133 142 

EC FL is the area on the east coast covering Martin, St. Lucie, and Indian River Counties. 

WC FL is the area on the west coast of Florida in Collier County around Everglades City and Naples. 

b:\a\Rcet\Tnp.lbl 
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Table 6. Reef Fish permit information on the importance of fish traps to fishingoperations of permittees, 
purchasing trap tags and the importance of stone crab and spiny lobster fisheries to those Florida permittees. 

Home 
Port Year 

IMPORTANCE OF TRAPS 1 
AVERAGE OF TAGS 

REQUESTED 

1 2 3 4 TOTAL 1 2 3 4 

AL 1991 
1992 

1 1 20 

FL 1991 
1992 

152 
194 

40 
38 

31 
36 

16 
23 

239 
291 

50 
50 

29 
28 

26 
23 

16 
33 

I.A 1991 
1992 

2 3 
2 

2 
1 

2 
2 

9 
5 

55 17 
100 

100 
10 

35 
60 

MS 1991 
1992 

1 1 25 

TX 1991 
1992 

1 
1 

8 
1 

i 
1 

10 
3 

10 
10 

5 
10 

20 
5 

TOTAL 1991 
1992 

154 
194 

45 
41 

42 
38 

19 
26 

260 
299 

1 1 = Principal gear used by vessels, etc. 

FISHERY IMPORTANCE 2 

FISHERY YEAR 1 2 3 4 TOTAL 

Stone Crab 1991 
1992 

60 
104 

13 
14 

10 
10 

5 
9 

88 
137 

Spiny 
Lobster 

1991 
1992 

10 
14 

3 
5 

9 
2 

2 
3 

24 
24 

Both Above 1991 
1992 

39 
48 

5 
4 

6 
2 1 

50 
55 

TOTAL 1991 
1992 

109 
166 

21 
23 

25 
14 

7 
13 

162 
216 

2 1= Principal fishery vessel is engaged in, etc. 

h:\a\ Reef\Pfflllit.Thl 

T-8 



Table 7. Annual Landings (Thousands of Pounds) by Fish Trap• 
from Stltlltlcal Zones (Percent In Parentheses) and Number of Vessel• for 191~1991 

YEAR VESSELS 

STATISTICAL ZONE(S)' 

TOTAL1&2 3&4 5&8 7 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

19912 

79 

92 

100 

94 

NA 

ar 

246 (27) 

134 (24) 

176 (26) 

535 (44) 

419 (42) 

657 (72) 

411 (75) 

401 (60) 

572 (47) 

315 (32) 

3 (0.4) 

3 (0.5) 

5 (0.7) 

19 (2) 

64 (6) 

83 (12) 

n (6) 

193 (19) 

905.9 

548.3 

664.8 

- 1,204.3 

990.3 

1,455.0 

LANDINGS 

YEAR GROUPERSNAPPERS OTHER TOTAL4 

1986 896 83 35 1,014 

1987 617 57 62 737 

1988 698 96 83 an 

1989 782 221 233 1,236 

1990 498 202 287 987 

1991 739 184 532 1,455 

..., n:,.,.,.,-.zon.

'SM Figure 9 for Statistical ZonH. 

2Catch by Statistical Zone not available. 

3vessels reporting landings by log book: values for other years from canvass. 

"Total not same for totals above since it includes some landings from south of Florida Keys which ar, excluded above. 
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TABLE 8 

seaward coordinates of reef fish stressed area boundary. 

Point North West 
No.· Reference Location 1 Latitude Longitude 

1 seaward limit ot Florida's waters 
Northeast ot Ory Tortuga• 

2 North of Marquesas Keys 
3 Ott Cap• Sable 
4 Ott Sanibel Island - Inshore 

24•45_5, 
24•4a.o• 
25•1s.o• 
26.26.0' 

82"41.5' 
82"06.5' 
a2·02.0 
82"29.0' 

1 

5 Ott Sanibel Island - ottshore 26.26.0' 82°59.0 1 

6 West of Egmont Key 
7 Ott Anclote Keya - Off shore 
8 Ott Anclote Keys - Inshore 
9 Ott Oeadman Bay 

10 Seaward limit of Florida's waters, 

21•30.o• 
2s·10.o• 
2a·10.o•-
29•30.o• 

83"21.5' 
83"45.0' 
83"14.0' 
94•00.0 1 

East of Cape St. George
Then westerly along the seaward limit 

of Florida'• water � to 
11 Seaward limit of Florida'• waters, 

South of Cape San Blas 
12 Southwest of Cape San Blas 
13 Ott st. Andrews Bay
14 Desoto canyon
15 Alabama/Florida line 
16 Ott Mobile Bay
17 Mississippi/Alabama line 
18 Horn/Chandeleur Islands 
19 Chandeleur Islands 

29•32.2• 
29•30.s• 
29•53.o• 
30•06.0' 
29 • 34. 5' 
29•41.o• 

130•01.5 
30•01.s• 
29•35.5• 

85"27.l' 
85"52.0' 
86"10.0' 
86"55.0' 
87"38.0' 
88"0O.0' 
88"23.7' 
88"40.5' 
88"37.0' 

20 seaward limit of Louisiana•• waters ott 
Mississippi River North Pas � 

Then southerly and westerly along the 
seaward limit ot Louisiana•• waters to 

89"00.0' 

21 Seaward limit ot Louisiana's waters off 

2 2 
Mississippi River Southwest Pass 

Southeast ot Grand Isle 
2a·s1.J 
29•09.o• 

1 89"28.2' 
89"47.0' 

2 3 Quick flashing horn buoy south ot 
Isl•• Dernier•• 2a·J2.s• 90 • 4 2 •QI 

2 4 Southeast ot Calcasieu Pass 29•10.0 1 92"37.0' 
25 South ot Sabine Pass on 10 fathom contour 29•09.o• 93"41.0' 
2 6 South ot Sabin• Pa•• on 3 o fathom contour 2a•21.s• 93"28.0' 
27 East ot Aransas Pa•• 21•49.o• 96"19.5' 
28 
29 

East ot Battin Bay
Northeast ot Port Mansfield 

21·12.o• 
26.46.5' 

96"51.0' 
96"52.0' 

3o Northeast ot Port Isabel 26·21.s• 96"35.0' 
31 U. s. /Mexico EEZ boundary 

Then westerly along U.S./Mexico EEZ 
boundary to the seaward limit of Texas• 

26·00.s• 

waters. 

96"36.0' 

Nearest identitiable landfall, boundary, navigation aid or 
submarine.area. 
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Table 9 Expectedmean total lcngtm (inches) of red snapper at the beginning of 
month by model age. 

Hant.h 

----------------------------------------------------------------------
A&e Jan Feb Hu Apr Hay June July AUi Sept Oct Hav Dec 

0 l.O 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.6 
l 4.8 4.9 5.2 5.5 6.0 7.0 7.9 8.4 8.7 8.9 9.0 9.2 
2 9.2 9.3 9.6 9.9 10.4 11.3 12.1 12.5 12.7 U.9 13.0 13.1 
3 13 .1 13.3 13.5 13.8 14.l 15.1 15.7 16.1 16.3 16.5 16.6 16.7 
4 16.7 16.8 17.0 17.3 17.7 18.5 19.0 19.4 19.5 19.7 19.1 19.1 
5 19.8 20.0 20.2 20.4 20.1 21.5 22.0 22.3 22.4 22.5 22.6 22.7 
6 22.7 22.8 23.0 23.2 23.!I 24.2 24.6 24.9 25.0 25.l 25,2 25.2 
7 25.2 25.3 25.5 25.7 26.0 26.5 26.9 27.2 27.3 27.4 27.4 27.5 
8 27.5 27.6 27.7 27.9 21.2 21.7 29.0 29.3 29.4 29.4 29.5 29.5 
9 29.5 29.6 29.8 29.9 30.2 30.6 30.9 31.l 31.2 31.3 31.3 31.4 

10 31.4 31.4 31.6 31.7 31.9 32.3 32.6 32.8 32.9 32.9 33.0 33.0 
11 33.0 33.1 33.2 33.3 33.5 33.9 34.l 34.3 34.3 34.4 34.4 34.5 
12 34.5 34.!I 34.6 34.7 34.9 35.2 35.5 35.6 35.7 35.7 35.1 35.1 
13 3!1.8 35.8 35.9 36.0 36.2 36.5 36.7 36.1 36.9 36.9 36.9 37.0 
14 37.0 37.0 37.l 37.2 37.3 37.6 37.8 37.9 37.9 31.0 31.0 31.0 
15 38.0 38.1 38.1 38.2 38.4 38.6 38.7 38.8 38.9 38.9 31.9 39.0 
16 39.0 39.0 39.1 39.1 39.3 39.5 39.6 39.7 39.7 39.8 39.1 39.1 
17 39.8 39.9 39.9 40.0 40.1 40.3 40.4 40.5 40.5 40.5 40.6 40.6 
18 40.6 40.6 40.7 40.7 40.8 41.0 41. l 41.2 41.2 41.2 41.2 41.3 
l9 41.3 41.3 41. 3 41.4 41.5 41.6 41. 7 41.8 41.8 41.8 41.8 41.9 
20 41.9 41.9 41.9 42.0 42.l 42.2 42.3 42.3 42.4 42.4 42.4 42.4 
21 42.4 42.4 42.!I 42.5 42.6 42.7 42.8 42.8 42.9 42.9 42.9 42.9 
22 42.9 42.9 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.2 43.2 43.3 43.3 43.3 43.3 43.3 
23 43.3 43.4 43.4 43.4 43.!I 43.6 43.6 43.7 43.7 43.7 43.7 43.7 
24 43.7 43.7 43.8 43.1 43.8 43.9 44.0 44.0 44.0 44.1 44.1 44.l 
25 44.l 44.1 44.1 44.l 44.2 44.3 44.3 44.4 44.4 44.4 44.4 44.4 
26 44.4 44.4 44.4 44.5 44.5 44.6 44.6 44.6 44.7 44.7 44.7 44.7 
27 44.7 44.7 44.7 44.7 44.8 44.8 44.9 44.9 44.9 44.9 44.9 44.9 
28 44.9 44.9 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.1 45.1 4!1.1 45.1 45.1 45.1 45.2 
29 45.2 45.2 45.2 45.2 45.2 45.3 45.3 45.3 45.3 45.3 45.4 45.4 
30 45.4 45.4 45.4 45.4 45.4 4!1. 5 45.5 4!1.!I 45.5 45.5 45.5 45.5 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------

Source: Goodyear (1992) 
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TABLE 10 

Seaward coordinates of reef fish longline restricted area. 

Point North West 
1 No. Reference Location Latitude Longitude 

1 Seaward limit of Florida's waters 
1 North of Dry Tortugas 24°48.0' 82°48.0 

2 North of Rebecca Light 25°07.5' 82°34.0' 
1 3 Off Sanibel Island 26°26.0' 82°59.0 

4 West of Egmont Key 27°30.0' 83°21.5' 
5 West of Anclote Keys 28°10.0' 83°45.0' 
6 southeast corner of Florida Middle 

1 Ground protected area 28°11.0' 84°00.0 
7 Southwest corner of Florida Middle 

1 Ground protected area 28 ° 11. QI 84°07.0 
8 West corner of Florida Middle 

1 Ground protected area 28°26.6' 84°24.8 
9 Northwest corner of Florida Middle 

1 Ground protected area 28°42.5' 84°24.8 
1 10 South of Carrabelle 29°05.0 84°47.0' 

1 11 South of Cape st. George 29°02.5' 85°09.0 
12 South of Cape San Blas bell buoy 

1 - 20 fathom contour 29•21.0 85°30.0' 
13 South of Cape San Blas bell buoy 

- 50 fathom contour 28°58.7' 85°30.0' 
14 Southeast of Pensacola (Desota Canyon) 30°06.0' 86°55.0' 
15 South of Pensacola 2 9 ° 4 6 ~ 8 7° l ~~ 
16 South of Perdido Bay <'?~~(8 7 ° 2 7 • ~ ·: 
17 East of Mississippt River - North Pass 29°14.5' 88°28.0' 
18 South of Mississippi River 

1 - Southwest Pass -28°46.5' 89°26.0 
19 Northwest tip of Mississippi Canyon 28°38.5' 90°08.5' 
20 West side of Mississippi Canyon 28°34.5' 89°59.5' 
21 South of Timbalier Bay 28°22.s• 90°02.5' 

1 22 South of Terrebonne Bay 28°10.5 90°J1.s• 
2 3 South of Freeport 27•5a.o• 95°00.0' 

1 24 Off" Matagorda Island 27°43.0 96°02.0' 
1 25 Off of Aransas Pass 27°30.0 96°23.5' 

26 Northeast of Port Mansfield 21·00.o• 96°39.0' 
1 27 East of Port Mansfield 26°44.0' 96°37.5 
1 28 Northeast of Port Isabel 26°22.0' 96°21.0 

1 29 U.S./Mexico EEZ boundary 26°00.5 96°24.5' 
Then westerly along U.S./Mexico 

EEZ boundary to the seaward limit· of Texas ' waters. 

Nearest identifiable landfall, boundary, navigation aid or 
submarine area. 
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Recreational Mutton Snapper Harvest by Number, 1987-1991 (MRFSS Statistics) 

Gulf of Mexico Harvest Table 11 

Year Month 
Jan/Feb Mar/Ap May/Jun Jul/Aug Sep/Oct Nov/Dec Total 

1980 203,356 
1981 199,030 
1982 284,626 
1983 102,973 
1984 368,80Z-
1985 29,174 
1986 43,407 
1987 67,571 9,015 3,800 7,241 273 0 87,900 
1988 1,466 0 0 4,662 1,919 86,150 94,197 
1989 17,442 2,095 21,015 945 0 0 41,497 
1990 0 5,982 5,229 21,603 0 10,853 43,667 
1991 18,908 10,954 2,225 13,013 8,737 5,406 59,243 

Total 105,387 28,046 32,269 47,464 10,929 102,409 326,504 (5 yr. total) 
Average 21,077 5,609 6,454 9,493 2,186 20,482 65,301 (5 yr.ave.) 

South Atlantic Harvest Table 12 

Year Month 
Jan/Feb Mar/Ap May/Jun Ju]/Aug Sep/Oct Nov/Dec Total 

1987 11,587 3,215 7,099 19,773 0 47,716 89,390 
1988 7,269 7,717 18,582 32,503 12,093 6,218 84,382 
1989 3,201 590 16,738 28,059 8,298 9,354 "66,240 
1990 2,502 5,154 18,211 4,092 12,496 9,568 52,023 
1991 6,137 1,455 27,817 11,878 5,602 9,697 62,586 

Total 30,696 18,131 88,447 96,305 38,489 82,553 354,621 
Average 6,139 3,626 17,689 19,261 7,698 16,511 70,924 

c:\wql\mutton.wql 
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Mutton Snapper Commercial Landings - Gulf of Mexico 
(From Florida trip tickets) 

Including Monroe County Table 13 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 Total Average 
JAN 26,490 19,977 16,827 17,896 20,842 23,435 125,467 20,911 
FEB 12,364 33,540 29,163 21,924 13,256 20,771 131,018 21,836 
MAR 12,121 29,389 21,583 24,042 17,318 23,194 127,647 21,275 
APR 18,142 23,614 21,428 24,090 20,330 21,454 129,058 21,510 
MAY 27,733 82,526 26,750 99,558 53,950 71,177 361,694 60,282 
JUN 37,939 72,774 64,920 66,094 81,884 52,020 375,631 62,605 
JUL 21,805 17,435 15,641 12,977 12,830 31,488 112, 1(6 18,696 
AUG 9,639 14,937 12,445 13,146 16,436 11,130 77,733 12,956 
SEP 13,327 12,960 12,621 11,084 16,144 15,186 81,322 13,554 
OCT 24,980 25,064 14,526 24,739 24,195 21,113 134,617 22,436 
NOV 18,272 14,387 19,171 16,715 15,079 24,002 107,626 17,938 
DEC 19,127 16,007 19,694 18,295 10,924 26,067 110,114 18,352 
Total 241,939 362,610 274,769 350,560 303,188 341,037 

Excluding Monroe County Table 14 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 Total Average 
JAN 6,810 5,768 7,904 5,693 6,935 10,129 43,239 7,207 
FEB 4,878 17,785 17,594 13,708 6,403 9,692 70,060 11,677 
MAR 6,006 18,220 11,847 15,314 7,504 9,548 68,439 11,407 
APR 5,373 6,955 7,036 8,575 7,851 6,328 42,118 7,020 
MAY 4,456 6,175 3,632 11,400 7,491 4,640 37,794 6,299 
JUN 4,964 2,974 6,926 3,204 8,072 7,361 33,501 5,584 
JUL 4,887 6,156 4,362 4,424 3,355 5,577 28,761 4,794 
AUG 3,091 5,245 6,269 2,768 7,557 2,848 27,778 4,630 
SEP 4,842 2,426 4,147 3,466 8,985 7,475 31,341 5,224 
OCT 7,680 6,535 5,654 1,673 5,925 3,753 31,220 5,203 
NOV 5,572 4,437 10,190 2,710 4,720 2,867 30,496 5,083 
DEC 6,888 6,802 4,692 2,107 2,349 8,031 30,869 5,145 
Total 65,447 89,478 90,253 75,042 77,147 78,249 
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Table _15 

Numl:>erot Charter and Party Boats 
Operating in the Gulf coast 

--------------state 
----------Alabama 

-----------------Charter 
----------

35 

-----------------
Party ----------

2 

Florida 628 66 

Louisiana 45 2 

Misaisaippi 18 2 

Texas 112 20 

TOTAL 838 92 

--------------------------------------~-~-------
Source• of data: Holland, S.M. and J.W. Milon (1989), 

"Th•·Structur• and Economic• of th• Charter 
and Party Boat Fishing Pleet of th• Gulf coast 
ot Florida•, Ditton, R.S. et al. (1988), "Th• 
Social Structure and Economic• of the Charter and 
Party Boat Piabing Fleet � in Alabama, Misaissippi
Louiaiana and Texaa•. 
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Table 16 

Mean Percent Time Targeted for Each Species by All 
Charter/Party Boats Operating in the Gulf States 

------------------------------------------------------------Charter Boats Party Boats 
-----------------------------Species FL AL MS LA TX FL Al-TX 

snapper 
Grouper 
Aml)erjack 
Sp. Trout 
King mack. 
Span. mack. 
Red drum 

12.1 
15.7 

7.7 
2.6 
9.4 
3.7 
1.5 

51.1 
5.5 

6 
2 

9.8 
3 
3 

8 14.1 
1.9 0.1 
o.8 0.9 
3.4 42.7 
7.8 3.2 
6.9 
7.4 13.2 

8.1 
1.5 
o.s 

34.6 
12.2 

0.2 
16.8 

38.4 
28.8 

7.5 
1.6 
0.9 
2.6 
1.7 

50.4 
3.9 
0.3 
3.6 
8.1 

2 
4.4 

Bluefish 0.9 0.6 3.3 0.1 l.2 
Cobia 3.1 2.2 4.8 2.1 0.5 1.9 0.2 
Billfish 12. 3 0.4 l.6 0.1 0.2 l.7 0.4 
Tuna 3 0.2 0.8 0.4 0.2 1.3 0.3 
Shark 5.2 0.6 3.3 1.1 0.4 1.4 0.9 
Dolphin 
Barracuda 
Wahoo 
Bonito 
Ladyfish 
Others 

10 
3.3 
2.6 
3.8 
0.7 
5.2 

o.a 
0.3 
0.4 
1.3 0., 
3.4 

1.1 1.2 
0.8 0.1 
o.a 0.1 
1.1 
2.3 
4.7 

1.1 
0.3 o., 
0.8 

2.1 

1.6 
0.9 
0.3 
1.2 
l.7 
3.5 

0.3 
0.2 
0.2 
o.a 
0.2 
5.2 

, 

( 

--------------------------------------------~---------------
Notes: 

1. Percents tor each specie• are average• for the entire year. 
2. Percents may not add up to 100 because some operators 

target none ot •oae �peci•• or more than one species. 
3. No entry meana no operator targets the particular species.
4. AL-TX refer• to party boat operators in Alabua, Mis� issippi

Louiaiana and Texaa. 

sources ot data, Rolland, and J.W. Milon (1989), "Th• 
Structure and Bconoaic• ot the Charter and Party Boat 
Fishing Pleet of th• Gulf coa•t of Florida•; Ditton, R.B. 
et al. (1988), "Th• Social Structure and Economic � of the 
Charter and Party Boat Fishing Pleet• in Alabama, 
M~••i••ippi, Loui� iana and Texaa•. 

s.x. 
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